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ABSTRACT
Mittelman, Rachel Jana. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. August 2014.
Ceramics as an ethnic identifier: Libyans in the Nile Delta during the Third Intermediate
Period. Major Professor: Suzanne L. Onstine, Ph.D.
This dissertation investigates whether or not ceramics can be used to determine
ethnicity, demographics, and settlement patterns of Libyans living in Lower Egypt during
the Third Intermediate Period (Dynasties 21-24, ca. 1100-713 BCE). As few Libyan
ceramics have been found and collated, the ceramic corpora from Mendes, Tanis, and
Sais – attested Egyptian centers of Libyan habitation – were compared to the assemblages
from Memphis, a city which housed both Libyans and Egyptians, and Tell El-Retaba, a
city with no known Libyan settlement. This study first aimed to define a distinct Libyan
identity based on textual evidence from Egyptian and Classical authors and from the
archaeological evidence that has been found and published in western Egypt and in
Libya. Then, these attributes were compared to the changes in the Third Intermediate
Period, which occurred in Egypt after the Libyan migration and rise to power. Finally, the
ceramic data, including form, fabric, and decoration, from all five sites was compared to
test if the Lower Egyptian ceramic corpora also changed due to the Libyan migrations.
Analysis of the archaeological material from Libya, the Egyptian and Classical
texts, and the geography and climate of Libya provide evidence that the Libyans were
most likely semi-nomadic agropastoralists. They may have lived and traveled with their
families, and formed a segmentary state tribal society. Surveys in western Egypt and in
Libya found locally made ceramics, which should have been visible in the Egyptian
archaeological record after the Libyan migration into the Nile Delta.

vi

The data show that there is a change in fabric and form at all of the sites, except
for Tell El-Retaba. However, other than the ceramics found at Mendes, surface treatment
and decoration vary little on the ceramics found at the other four sites. Based on an
examination and comparison of pottery from Mendes, Tanis, Sais, Memphis, and Tell ElRetaba, the ceramics from the Third Intermediate Period cannot be used on their own to
determine Libyan ethnicity, demographics, or migration in Egypt.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Scope And Theory
1.1.1 Purpose and structure of the thesis
This doctoral dissertation examines and attempts to identify one archaeological
expression of Libyan ethnic identity by surveying ceramic evidence in Lower Egypt for
the presence of Libyans from the Late New Kingdom through the Third Intermediate
Period (Dynasties 19-24, ca. 1300-713 BCE).1 This case study fuses historical,
archaeological, and anthropological methodologies and will aid Egyptologists,
anthropologists, archaeologists, demographers, ceramicists, and others who are interested
in using archaeological evidence to determine ethnic identity. The goals of this study are
three-fold: to establish a unified classification of Lower Egyptian Libyan Period
ceramics, as the pottery dating to this period has been cursorily studied by Egyptologists;
to create a broader use for Third Intermediate Period ceramic data by using pottery as an
ethnic marker; and to focus more attention on the Libyans as a distinct ethnic group in the
Delta during this period.
To attain these goals, this study will classify the ceramic material from Mendes, a
site in the Nile Delta, and collate material evidence from five sites in Lower Egypt (from
Memphis to the Mediterranean Sea). The ceramic assemblages from the Late New
Kingdom, after Ramses III’s battles with the Libyans will be compared to the ceramic

1

The dynastic succession of the Third Intermediate Period, unlike other periods in
Egyptian history, is still considered contentious: the 25th (Kushite/Nubian) Dynasty may or may
not be included in the period. While this study includes the 25th Dynasty as part of the Third
Intermediate Period, as it is not considered “Libyan,” it will not be covered here.

1

corpora from the Third Intermediate Period, after Libyan migration into Egypt.2 In order
to do so, this thesis will analyze Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period
pottery from Mendes, an attested center of Libyan occupation during the Libyan Period,
and compare it to the two well-known Libyan centers of Sais and Tanis; Memphis, a city
with a mixed Egyptian/Libyan population; and a locality with no known Libyan
habitation, Tell El-Retaba.3 The Mendesian corpus will be used as a case study for
examining the relationship of ethnic Libyans in the Nile Delta through their ceramics, as
using only the Egyptian historial texts provides a one-sided examination of Libyan
migration and identity.

2

As the construction of ethnicity through material remains is highly nuanced, only one
aspect of ethnic identity will be discussed in this thesis. For further discussion of the terms
“ethnicity” and “identity,” please see below, 1.1.4, Theoretical Approaches. Additionally, as little
ceramic evidence has been found in Libya, this study will focus on the changes occurring before
and after the Libyan migrations into the Delta.
3

Please see Appendix A for a discussion about the Libyan evidence, or lack thereof, at
these sites. Also, see: Penelope Wilson, Sais I: The Ramesside-Third Intermediate Period at Kom
Rebwa, Excavation Memoir 98 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2011); David Jeffreys and
David Aston, The Survey of Memphis III: The Third Intermediate Period Levels (London : Egypt
Exploration Society, 2007); Sabine Laemmel, Le Matériel Céramique du Temple d’Horus de
Mesen et des Sondages au Centre du Tell Sân el-Hagar de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire à
la Basse Epoque, Cahier de la Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis 4, (Paris: Société Française
des Fouilles de Tanis, 2011); Laurent Bavay, “III. La Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis de la
Porte Monumentale” in Tanis: Travaux Récents sur Le Tell San El-Hagar. Mission Française des
Fouilles de Tanis 1987-1997 (Paris: Noêsis, 1998); Catherine Defernez (avec la participation de
Fabien Isnard), “La Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire dans l’Angle
Nord-ouest du Temenos d’Amon à Tanis (Sân el-Hagar): Essai de Typologie.” Bulletin de la
Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis, Numéro 12 (1998): 1-29; Anna Wodzińska, “Tell elRetaba 2009: The Pottery.” Polish Archaeology in the Mediterranean 21 (2012): 124-133; Anna
Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology. Preliminary Remarks on Ceramic Material from Tell elRetaba,” in Under the Potter’s Tree: Studies on Ancient Egypt Presented to Janine Bourriau on
the Occasion of her 70th Birthday, ed David Aston, Bettina Bader, Carla Gallorini, Paul
Nicholson, and Sarah Buckingham, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 204 (Leuven: Uitgeverij
Peeters, 2011), 1015-1036; Anna Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007.” Polish
Archaeology in the Mediterranean XIX, Reports 2007 (2010): 152-159; Anna Wodzińska, “Tell
el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery.” Polish Archaeology in the Mediterranean XX, Research 2008,
(2011): 146-152.

2

Ceramics are an established tool for determining the date of a site, shifts in
populations, and trade patterns. They can help to ascertain ethnic identities by comparing
fabric, vessel forms and manufacture, and the modes and motifs of surface treatment and
decoration used by the potters.4 This study helps to further the understanding of Lower
Egyptian pottery during the Third Intermediate Period, and the evolution of specific
fabrics and forms in these areas between the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate
Period. It also creates the foundations for a baseline typology of all the Third
Intermediate Period ceramics from the Nile Delta.
As Mendes, Sais, and Tanis were centers of Libyan occupation after the Late New
Kingdom and throughout the Third Intermediate Period, they should contain Libyan or
4

Similar studies have been undertaken in Egypt and in the Near East: Janine Bourriau,
“Nubians in Egypt during the Second Intermediate Period: An Interpretation Based on the
Egyptian Ceramic Evidence,” in Studien zur Altagyptischen Keramik, ed. Dorothea Arnold
(Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern 1981), 25-42; William Dever, “Ceramics, Ethnicity, and
the Question of Israel’s Origins,” The Biblical Archaeologist 58, no. 4 (1995): 200-213; Stuart
Tyson Smith, Wretched Kush: Ethnic Identities and Boundaries in Egypt's Nubian Empire
(London: Routledge, 2003); Jodi Magness, “Early Islamic Pottery: Evidence of a Revolution in
Diet and Dining Habits?” in Agency and Identity in the Ancient Near East: New Paths Forward,
ed. Sharon Steadman and Jennifer Ross (London: Equinox Publishing Ltd., 2010), 117-126. For
evidence that ceramics can help identify ethnicity, but can be modified through migration and
population shift, see: Carol Redmount, “Ethnicity, Pottery, and the Hyksos at Tell El-Maskhuta in
the Egyptian Delta.” The Biblical Archaeologist 58 no. 4, Pots & People (Dec. 1995): 182.
Redmount investigated the Hyksos ceramics excavated at Tell El-Maskhuta and noted that while
they are characteristic of Middle Bronze Age Syro-Palestinian ceramics, they cannot be
reconciled with regards to specific time periods or cities. Additionally, Tell el-Dab’a, located on
the Pelusiac branch of the Nile, displays a shift or blending of ethnicities and identities between
Canaanites and Egyptians, which can be determined through ceramic copies and imports. See:
Manfred Bietak, Irene Forstner-Müller, Christa Mlinar, “The Beginning of the Hyksos Period at
Tell el-Dab’a: A Subtle Change in material Culture,” in Contributions to the Archaeology and
History of the Bronze and Iron Ages in the Eastern Mediterranean: Studies in Honour of Paul
Åström, ed. Peter Fischer (Wien: Österreichisches Archäologisches Institut, 2001), 171-181;
Karin Kopetzky, Tell el-Dabʻa XX: die Chronologie der Siedlungskeramik der Zweiten
Zwischenzeit aus Tell el-Dabʻa (Wien: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2010); Karin Kopetzky, “Typologische Bemerkungen zur Siedlungskeramik von
A/V-p/19,” in Tell el-Dab’a XI: Areal/, Siedlunsrelikte der späten 2. Zwischenzeit, ed. Irmgard
Hein and Peter Janosi (Wien: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2004),
237-335.

3

Libyan-influenced pottery. Memphis, as a religious and political center for high-ranking
Libyan and Egyptian officials, should display aspects of a hybrid or mixed ceramic
culture. Tell El-Retaba, as a city far from the Libyan border, should show no Libyan
influence in the ceramic repertoire between these periods. While the original intention of
this study was to examine the change in ceramics between the Late New Kingdom and
the Third Intermediate Period, the data does not support the above hypotheses. Therefore,
the Third Intermediate Period Lower Egyptian ceramics are not a definitive marker of
Libyan ethnicity and need to be used in conjunction with textual and art historical
materials in order to determine demographic shifts in the Third Intermediate Period.5
However, the textual/historical, artistic, and archaeological data in this study, used
together, does distinguish the Libyans as a distinct cultural group and determine that
although Libyans constituted the ruling class in Egypt during Dynasties 21-24, they never
fully assimilated into Egyptian society. Additionally, the pottery classification presented
in this study assembles an updated typology of the ceramic material, which has not been
amended in almost twenty years.6
Using ceramic data as evidence for migration analysis and ethnic determination
has many benefits. Because pottery is ubiquitous at most sites, diagnostic sherds can help
determine date of deposit, demographics, social status/class, food culture, and activities
of daily life. Ceramics, used as an ethnic identifier, can determine shifts in settlements
and population distribution; continuity and change in local cultures; the degree of
5

For more information on the identification of Libyan ethnicity, please see Chapter 3.

6

David Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate
Period: Tentative Footsteps in a Forbidding Terrain (Heidelberg: Heidelberger Orientverlag,
1996). Aston’s work is the only complete classification for the Third Intermediate Period.

4

isolation or contact with other cultures; the level of technology; social stratification or
structure; habitation or ritual use; subsistence, including adaptation to the environment
and trade; and shared aesthetic and religious traditions.7
Archaeological science and theory can facilitate the examination of material
remains in order to determine patterns of population, production, distribution,
consumption, and culture, and they can be applied to the data in order to determine the
identity and the ethnicity of foreign populations in the Nile Delta in Egypt.8 Additionally,
historical research focuses on larger concepts that span greater amounts of time. These
studies examine shifts in population, language, religion, and ethnicity throughout time
and space. Focusing on a larger time span will help to place this doctoral research within
the framework of Egyptian history and will help to elucidate demographic shifts
throughout the Late New Kingdom and early Third Intermediate Period.9 By using a
multi-disciplinary approach (anthropological, archaeological, historical), it will be
possible to determine the ethnicity, the identity, and the settlement patterns of Libyans in
Lower Egypt during the Third Intermediate Period.
The impact of ethnicity in archaeological studies is a focus that has been widely
studied by archaeologists in other areas, but it is still underappreciated and under-applied

7

Dever, “Ceramics, Ethnicity, and the Question of Israel's Origins,” 204.

8

Heidi Saleh, Investigating Ethnic and Gender Identities As Expressed on Wooden
Funerary Stelae from the Libyan Period (c. 1069-715 B.C.E.) in Egypt. (Oxford: John and Erica
Hedges, 2007) 9; Lynn Meskell, Archaeologies of Social Life: Age, Sex, Class et cetera in
Ancient Egypt, (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1999), 12.
9

Saleh, Investigating, 12. This methodology also can be applied to other periods within
Egyptian history.

5

in the field of Egyptology. While early Egyptological ethnic studies were often biased,10
today Egyptologists are re-evaluating the archaeological and textual material and
identifying different ethnic identities and boundaries throughout Egyptian history.11
Egyptologists have used ceramic assemblages in order to determine ethnicity and identity
in other periods of Egyptian history, especially during the Second Intermediate Period
and Early New Kingdom.12 No one, however, has endeavored to use ceramics as an
ethnic marker during the political and social turmoil of the Third Intermediate Period.
1.1.2 Current state of knowledge
The Third Intermediate Period is one of the more obscure periods in Egyptian
history. While inscriptions and texts from the 21st Dynasty document the transition

10

Early Egyptologists studied race as a factor of ethnicity, but their studies have been
discarded due to their outdated material and cultural viewpoints. For example, see: Williams
Flinders Petrie, “The Races of Early Egypt.” The Journal of the Anthropological Institute of
Great Britain and Ireland 31 (Jan. - Jun., 1901): 248-255; Reginald Poole, “The Ethnology of
Egypt.” Transactions of the Ethnological Society of London 2 (1863): 260-264. For examples of
ethnicity used in archaeological studies in other areas, see: Stephan Shennan, ed. Archaeological
Approaches to Cultural Identity (London: Unwin Hyman, 1989); Zainab Bahrani, “Race and
Ethnicity in Mesopotamian Antiquity.” World Archaeology 38, no. 1 (2006): 48-59; Geoff
Emberling, “Ethnicity in Complex Societies: Archaeological Perspectives.” Journal of
Archaeological Research 5 no. 4 (1997): 295-344; Sian Jones, The Archaeology of Ethnicity:
Constructing Identities in the Past and Present (London: Routledge, 1997); Shelley Hales and
Tamar Hodos, eds., Material Culture and Social Identities in the Ancient World (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010); Sam Lucy, “Ethnic and Cultural Identities.” in The
Archaeology of Identity: Approaches to Gender, Age, Status, Ethnicity and Religion, ed.
Margarita Díaz-Andreu Garcia (New York: Routledge, 2005), 86-109.
11

Liszka, “‘We Have Come to Serve Pharaoh;’” Saleh, Investigating; Jean Li, “Elite
Theban Women of the Eight-Sixth Centuries BCE in Egypt: Identity, Status and Mortuary
Practice.” (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 2010).
12

For instance, Bourriau used ceramics from four Upper Egyptian cemeteries to
determine Nubian graves during the Second Intermediate Period, while Smith used the ceramics
at his sites in Nubia (Askut and Tombos) to determine the ethnic ebb and flow of two
populations, Egyptian and Nubian, during the Second Intermediate Period and New Kingdom.
Smith found that as the political focus at Askut shifted from Egypt to Nubia, the ceramic serving
and cooking vessels changed as well. He attributes this change to a shifting identity and ethnicity
in a changing political situation, and not a sense of nationalistic pride (Bourriau, “Nubians in
Egypt;” Smith, Wretched Kush).

6

between the end of the Ramesside Period and the beginning of the Third Intermediate
Period, the little amount of textual evidence as well as the unclear data led early scholars
to misidentify the 22nd-24th Dynasty rulers, to misunderstand the chronology of the
dynastic line, or to skip the period in their Egyptian histories.13 Based on a thorough
examination of all the data, it is evident that during the 22nd and 24th Dynasties, several
Libyan groups usurped the kingship and priesthood of Amun in Egypt and ruled
concurrently from Lower and Middle Egypt.14 Recently, a re-examination of the textual
and art historical evidence from Egypt has proven that the Third Intermediate Period is
more nuanced and complicated than a short summary of the Libyan Pharaohs, or as a
prelude the Late Period (Dynasties 26-30).15 While the king lists and the foreign materials

13

For an example of these scholars, see: Henry Brugsch-Bey, A History of Egypt under
the Pharaohs (London: 1879), 206; Philip Smith, A Smaller History of the East: From the
Earliest Times to the Conquest by Alexander the Great (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1872);
Clara Clement, Egypt (Boston: Estes and Lauriat, 1881), 192; George Rawlinson, History of
Ancient Egypt, Vol. II (Boston: S.E. Cassino, 1882), 421; Alexandre Moret, The Nile and
Egyptian Civilization (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927), 337-343; Annie Quibell, Egyptian
History and Art (London: The Sheldon Press, 1926) 12-130. As there are more texts relating to
Dynasty 21, most early scholars understood the historical background and dynastic line of the
early Third Intermediate Period.
14

A basic understanding of the time period was created as more information was
collected. William Flinders Petrie, A History of Egypt: From the XIXth to the XXXth Dynasties
(London: Methuen and Co., 1905), 188; Earnest Alfred Wallis Budge, Egypt under the PriestKings, Tanisites, and Nubians (London: Kega Paul, Trench, Trubner, and Co., 1902), 61-62;
James Henry Breasted, A History of Egypt (New York: Charles Scribner’s sons, 1912), 505-546.
For an overview of the history in both Egypt and Libya and Third Intermediate Period Royal
Chronology, see Chapter 2.2, History of Egypt and Libya. For background on the term “Third
Intermediate Period,” see: Thomas Schneider, “Periodizing Egyptian History: Manetho,
Convention, and Beyond,” in Historiographie in der Antike, ed Klaus-Peter Adam, Beihefte zur
Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, Band 373 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008),
180-194; Manetho, Aegyptiaca, trans. William Waddell (London: William Heinemann Ltd.,
1940), frs. 58-65; Herodotus, The Histories, trans. Aubrey De Sélincourt (London: The Penguin
Group, 2003), Book 2.137-148, 2.151. It is a possibility that the Dodecharchs that Herodotus
mentioned in these passages is a confused account of the 22nd through 24th Dynasties.
15

For an overview of the Third Intermediate Period chronology, see: Iorwerth Eiddon
Stephen Edwards, “Egypt: From the Twenty-Second Dynasty to the Twenty-Fourth Dynasty,” in
The Cambridge Ancient History, Volume 3, Part I, 2nd-3rd edition, ed. by Iorwerth Eiddon Stephen
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are helpful in creating a historical framework and chronology for the period, they do not
answer fundamental questions about the origins, the ethnic background, or the reasons for
migration of the rulers of Dynasties 22–24. Recent collation of the Egyptian sources has
proven that these Pharaohs migrated from the west of Egypt.16
Unlike the detailed knowledge and history of the Nile Valley and Delta in
antiquity, few ancient scholars researched extensively in Libya. Shortly after the Islamic
Period (ca. 7th century-14th century CE), scholarly interest in the area waned, only to be
revived several hundred years later.17 There were few excavations on the north African
coastline that were undertaken by early Italian archaeologists, who preferred to rely on
brief visits, the writings of the classical historians, or the brief mentions by the ancient

Edwards, Cyril John Gadd, and Nicholas Geoffrey Lemprière Hammond (London: Cambridge
University Press, 1970-1977), 534-81; Klaus Baer, “The Libyan and Nubian Kings of Egypt:
Notes on the Chronology of Dynasties XXII to XXVI.” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 32, no.
1/2 (1973): 4-25; Kenneth Kitchen, Third Intermediate Period in Egypt, First Edition
(Warminster, 1973); Kenneth Kitchen, “Further Thoughts on Egyptian Chronology in the Third
Intermediate Period,” Revue d’Égyptologie 34 (1982-3): 59-68. Kitchen’s chronology and
historical reconstruction has become the basis for the most recent analyses of Third Intermediate
Period material.
16

William Cooney, “Egypt’s Encounter with the West: Race, Culture, and Identity,”
(Ph.D. Dissertation, Durham University, 2011); William Cooney, “Egypt’s Encounter with the
West: Race, Culture, and Identity,” in Current Research in Egyptology 2009: Proceedings of the
Tenth Annual Symposium, which took place at the University of Liverpool, 7-9 January 2009, ed.
Judith Corbelli, Daniel Boatright, and Claire Malleson (Harvertown: Oxbow Books, 2011), 4353; Gaston Maspero, History of Egypt, Chaldea, Syria, Babylonia, and Assyria, Vol VI. (London:
The Grolier Society, 1903-4), 253-444, 294-298. Lepsius and Brugsch were the first scholars to
designate the 22nd, 23rd, and 24th Dynasties as “Libyan.” (Karl Richard Lepsius, Denkmäler aus
Aegypten und Aethiopien. Abtheilung III (Berlin: Nicolaische Buchhandlung, 1842-1845), BL
209.a; Heinrich Brugsch, Die geographie der nachbarländer Ägyptens nach den altägyptischen
denkmälern (Leipzig, J.C. Hinrichs, 1858), 80, fig. 20). Evidence proves that Libyans were aware
of their neighbors and other customs, as Libya was an active participant in Mediterranean trade.
Further examination of Libya’s connections with the Mediterranean, especially Egypt and the
Aegean, can be found in Chapters 2 and 3.
17

For an overview of Libyan historiography, see: Cooney, “Egypt’s Encounters with the
West,” 23-30.

8

Egyptians.18 Oric Bates’ 1914 groundbreaking compilation of Libyan history, geology,
and ethnology can be considered the first modern revival of interest in Libya.19 Bates’
research, along with Richard Goodchild’s studies, has formed the foundations of modern
Libyan studies.20 Recently, Libya has again become a focus of a burgeoning scholarly
interest in its own right, both historically and archaeologically. Teams from Italy,
England, and the United States have begun to survey, map, and excavate many parts of
Libya, and much progress has been made in understanding Libyan cultures and
ethnicities.21 At present, however, excavations and surveys in Libya and on the northwest

18

For example, see: Alan Rowe, “The Archaeology of the Western Desert I and II.”
Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 36 (1953-1954): 128-145, 484-500.
19

Oric Bates, The Eastern Libyans (London: MacMillan and Co., Ltd., 1914). Bates
limits his discussion to Eastern Libya, though he traveled throughout the country. Because of his
untimely death, his work was originally only partially published, and many of his contemporaries
believed he had never visited the country (“Libya: Review of Oric Bates, The Eastern Libyans.”
The Geographical Journal 44, no. 3 (Sep., 1914): 308-309; Donald White, “Stranger in a Strange
Land: The Untold Story of the 1909 Bates Expedition to Cyrene.” Journal of the American
Research Center in Egypt 35(1998): 163-178). Thus, scholars tend to ignore his archaeological
work in Cyrenaica (Donald White, “Before the Greeks Came: A Survey of the Current
Archaeological Evidence for the Pre-Greek Libya.” Libyan Studies 25 (1994): 32). Early research
on Libya by Egyptologists focused more on the origins of the different tribes, rather than their
distinct identity or material expression (see, for example, Georg Möller, “Die Ägypter und ihre
libyschen Nachbarn.” Zeitschrift der Deutsche Morgenländische Gesellschaft 78 (1924): 36-60);
John Wilson, “The Libyans and the End of the Egyptian Empire.” The American Journal of
Semitic Languages and Literatures 51, no. 2 (January 1935): 73-82). For more information on
excavations during Italian colonialism, see Chapter 2.1, Geography of ancient Libya.
20

Richard Goodchild, “Roman Tripolitania: Reconnaissance in the Desert Frontier
Zone.” The Geographical Journal 115 (June 1950): 161-78; Richard Goodchild, “`Libyan' Forts
in South-West Cyrenaica.” Antiquity 25 (1951): 131-44; Richard Goodchild, “Mapping Roman
Libya.” The Geographical Journal 118, no.2 (June 1952): 142-52; Richard Goodchild,
“Euesperides-a Devastated Site.” Antiquity 26 (1952): 208-12; Richard Goodchild, BenghaziThe Story of a City, 2nd edition (Benghazi: Government Press, 1962); Richard Goodchild,
Cyrene and Apollonia: An Historical Guide, 2nd edition (Department of Antiquities
(Eastern Region), United Kingdom of Libya, 1963).
21

Michael J. Vickers and Joyce M. Reynolds, “Cyrenaica, 1962-72.” Archaeological
Reports 18 (1971-1972): 27-47. For more recent work in Libya, see the footnotes in Chapter 3
and Appendix A.
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coast of Egypt have been prevented by the continuing civil and political unrest since early
2011.
Despite the sparse archaeological remains and lack of textual evidence from
Libya, many archaeologists continue to explore Libyan history in order to better
understand Libyan origins, commerce, and its relationships with Egypt and with
Phoenician, Greek, and Roman colonies in Africa. Yet, relying solely on the non-Libyan
textual and artistic evidence provides only a partial overview of the period and of the
Libyans living in Egypt, especially in Lower Egypt. Using the ceramic data and material
remains from excavations in Libya and comparing the evidence to that found in Lower
Egypt would help create a more complete record of the period.
As Libyan societies were illiterate, recorded textual and artistic evidence of
foreign populations and their interactions with Egypt were only documented by official
Egyptian sources in antiquity, providing a biased and one-sided view of relationships
with the Mediterranean world. However, Egyptologists’ interpretation of this material
according to defined anthropological terminology has supplied a deeper understanding of
the interactions between Egyptians and foreign peoples.22 Studies have begun to identify
traditional royal Egyptian preconceptions of foreigners and compare those to written
22

Kate Liszka, “‘We Have Come to Serve Pharaoh:” A Study of the Medjay and
Pangrave as an Ethnic Group and as Mercenaries from c. 2300 BCE until c. 1050 BCE,” (Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 2012); Mark Janzen, “The Iconography of Humiliation:
The Depiction and Treatment of Bound Foreigners in New Kingdom Egypt,” (Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Memphis, 2013); Jared Krebsbach, “Turmoil and Faith: A Study of Dynastic
Transition and its Influence on Religion in Late Period Egypt,” (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
Memphis, 2012); Charlotte Booth, The Role of Foreigners in Ancient Egypt: A Study of nonstereotypical artistic representations, BAR International Series 1426. (England: The BasingStoke
Press, 2005); Robert Ritner, Libya in Egypt: The Impact of Tribalism on Dynasties 19 through 26
(in preparation); Dennis Forbes, “The Others.” KMT: A Modern Journal of Ancient Egypt 16, no.
1 (Spring 2005): 66-73; Lisa Swart, “Egypt and Her Neighbours: The Libyans.” Ancient Planet
Online Journal 5 (May 2013), 26-37, www.ancientplanet.blogspot.com (accessed August 31,
2013).
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documented reality from other sources around the Mediterranean.23 As many of the
Lower Egyptian cities were located on the various branches of the Nile, the townspeople
in these areas probably met, interacted, and traded with foreign merchants and other
visitors from around the Mediterranean, in obvious contrast to the traditional
stereotypical royal depiction of the foreigner as a hostile foe.24 The Egyptian cities
included in this study were located along various trade routes and are ideal places to
study the archaeology of ethnic influence and of identity (see Map 1).

23

Beth Ann Judas, “‘Mingle with the Courtiers’: The Concept of a ‘Good Foreigner’ in
New Kingdom Egypt,” in: SOMA 2012: Identity and Connectivity, Proceedings of the 16th
Symposium on Mediterranean Archaeology, Florence, Italy, 1-3 March 2012, Volume I, ed. by
Luca Bombardieri, Analecto D’Agostino, Guido Guarducci, Valentina Orsi, and Stefano
Valentini, BAR International Series 2581 (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2013), 527-536; Massimiliano
Franci, “Being a Foreigner in Egypt, between Maintenance and Loss of Cultural Identity,” in:
SOMA 2012: Identity and Connectivity, Proceedings of the 16th Symposium on Mediterranean
Archaeology, Florence, Italy, 1-3 March 2012, Volume I, ed. by Luca Bombardieri, Analecto
D’Agostino, Guido Guarducci, Valentina Orsi, and Stefano Valentini, BAR International Series
2581 (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2013), 501-508; Booth, Role of Foreigners.
24

Antonio Loprieno, Topos Und Mimesis: Zum Äuslander in der Ägyptischen Literatur.
Ägyptologische Abhandlungen, Band 48. (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1988); Beth Ann
Judas, “Late Bronze Age Aegean Ceramics in the Nile Valley: An Analysis of Idea and Practice,”
(Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 2010); Stuart Tyson Smith, “Ethnicity and
Culture,” in The Egyptian World, ed. Toby Wilkinson (London: Routledge, 2007), 218-241;
Thomas Schneider, “Foreigners in Egypt: Archaeological Evidence and Cultural Contact,” in
Egyptian Archaeology, ed. Willeke Wendrich (West Sussex: Willey-Blackwell, 2010), 143-163.
Both Smith and Schneider use Loprieno’s definitions of topos (state instituted ethnic
stereotyping) and mimesis (ethnic description in personal and daily interaction) to illuminate the
difference between official state propaganda and daily interactions on a more personal level. It is
possible that local trade without official state sanction or oversight may have functioned during
the Third Intermediate Period, but was probably not possible during other periods of Egyptian
history.
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Map 1: Location of Third Intermediate Period cities in the Nile Delta, including those
used in this study (After: Christine Raedler, “Keramikschaber aus den Werkstätten der
Ramses-Stadt,” in Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes Q1, Teil 2: Schaber – Marken –
Scherben, ed. Christine Raedler (Mainz: VonZabern, 1998), 12).
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1.1.3 Limitations of the study
Studies pertaining to the Third Intermediate Period have several limitations. The
two important factors that hindered a deeper investigation of this period are the relative
scarcity of excavations in Lower Egypt and the lack of sites not yet fully published. In
addition, the scant amount of textual material from Egypt during this period provides few
details of cultural events. Contacts with foreign neighbors still existed, though Egypt
focused less on conquest and expansion. Additionally, the chronology of the period,
while understood as concurrent rulerships in major cities, is still being debated with
regard to dynastic succession and location of these regional kingdoms in Egypt.25 Artistic
representations in and on various media dating to the Third Intermediate Period have
been recovered from all areas in Egypt. This art historical evidence unfortunately has not
been studied systematically, although certain elements (i.e., votive stelae, reliefs on
25

King lists and chronology of the period are mostly based on art and material culture.
For the most recent debates, see: Karl Jansen-Winkeln, “Dynasty 21, Third Intermediate Period,”
in Ancient Egyptian Chronology, ed. Erik Hornung, Rolf Krauss, and David A. Warbuton.
Handbook of Oriental Studies, Section One: The Near and Middle East, Volume 83. (Leiden:
Brill, 2006), 218-264; Kenneth Kitchen, “The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt: An Overview
of Fact and Fiction,” in The Libyan Period in Egypt: Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st24th Dynasties: Proceedings of a Conference at Leiden University, 25th-27th October 2007, ed.
Gerard Broekman, Robert Demarée, and Olaf Kaper (Leiden: Peeters, 2009), 161-201; Kitchen,
The Third Intermediate Period; David Aston, Burial Assemblages of Dynasty 21-25: ChronologyTypology-Developments, Contributions to the Chronology of the Eastern Mediterranean XXI
(Wien: OAW, 2009) 20-36; David Aston, “Takeloth II, A King of the Herakleopolitan/Theban
Twenty-Third Dynasty Revisited: The Chronology of Dynasties 22 and 23,” in The Libyan Period
in Egypt: Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st-24th Dynasties: Proceedings of a
Conference at Leiden University, 25th-27th October 2007, ed. Gerard Broekman, Robert Demarée,
and Olaf Kaper (Leiden: Peeters, 2009), 1-28; Gerard Broekman, “Takeloth III and the End of the
23rd Dynasty” in The Libyan Period in Egypt: Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st-24th
Dynasties: Proceedings of a Conference at Leiden University, 25th-27th October 2007, ed. Gerard
Broekman, Robert Demarée, and Olaf Kaper (Leiden: Peeters, 2009), 91-101; Aidan Dodson,
“The Transition between the 21st and 22nd Dynasties,” in The Libyan Period in Egypt: Historical
and Cultural Studies into the 21st-24th Dynasties: Proceedings of a Conference at Leiden
University, 25th-27th October 2007, ed. Gerard Broekman, Robert Demarée, and Olaf Kaper
(Leiden: Peeters, 2009), 103-112; Troy Sagrillo, “The Reign of Shoshenq the First of the
Egyptian Twenty-Second Dynasty,” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, 2007).
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certain monuments, coffins) have been examined in small scale/individual studies.26
Thus, common attributes and markers of identity, ethnicity, or migration tied to the art
history of the period have not yet been defined.
Additionally, only two sites were founded during the Third Intermediate Period –
Tanis and El-Hibeh.27 Other archaeological sites that also contain Third Intermediate

26

Saleh, Investigating; Lisa Swart, “A Stylistic Comparison of Selected Visual
Representations on Egyptian Funerary Papyri of the 21st Dynasty and Wooden Funerary Stelae of
the 22nd Dynasty (c. 1069 -715 B.C.E.),” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Universiteit van Stellenbosch,
2004); Marsha Hill and Deborah Schorsch, “The Gulbenkian Torso of King Pedubaste:
Investigations into Egyptian Large Bronze Statuary.” Metropolitan Museum Journal 40, Essays
in Memory of John M. Brealey (2005): 163-195; Helen Jacquet-Gordon, “The Inscriptions on the
Philadelphia-Cairo Statue of Osorkon II.” The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 46 (1960): 1223; Robert Morkot, “Tradition, Innovation, and Researching the Past in Libyan, Kushite, and
Saite Egypt,” in Regime Change in the Ancient Near East and Egypt: From Sargon of Agade to
Saddam Hussein, ed. Harriet Crawford (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 147-148, 158162; Robert Morkot, “Archaism and Innovation in Art from the New Kingdom to the Twenty
Sixth Dynasty,” in “Never Had the Like Occurred:” Egypt’s View of its Past, ed. John Tait
(London: University College London Press, 2003), 86-88, 93-95; Richard Fazzini, “Several
Objects, and some Aspects of the Art of the Third Intermediate Period.” in Chief of Seers:
Egyptian Studies in Memory of Cyril Aldred, ed. Elizabeth Goring, Nicholas Reeves, and John
Ruffle (London: Kegan Paul International, 1997) 113-137. On using art historical and
archaeological evidence to determine gender and identity, see: Jean Li, “Elite Theban Women.”
27

Bubastis, considered the “home” of the 22nd Dynasty, is currently excavating Late
Period and Roman Period material, and will reach Third Intermediate Period levels within the
next few years. Hopefully other cities founded during this period will be discovered. However,
conditions, such as high groundwater level, make excavating at certain sites costly, timeconsuming, and dangerous. Additionally, artifacts are not as well preserved in the Delta as in the
Nile Valley, where more arid conditions often create an ideal climate for protecting fragile
objects. This study incorporates all published ceramic material excavated stratigraphically from
various contexts (not just funerary) from Lower Egypt for these periods of history. To date, only
one research program conducted by Joshua Trampier has endeavored to locate all sites in the
western Delta and recreate the topography from the New Kingdom through the Roman Period.
While many sites were surveyed during his study, Trampier focused on a small part of the
western Delta; however, his research suggests a possible shift in demographics in part of the
southwestern Delta between the New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period based on the lack
of material evidence dating to the later period. (Joshua Trampier, “Unsettled Questions: Dynamic
Cultural and Natural Landscapes in the Western Nile Delta in the First Millennium B.C.” in
Proceedings of the Dynamics of Production and Economic Interaction in the Near East in the
First Half of the First Millennium BCE Conference, ed. Juan Carlos Moreno García (Oxford:
Oxbow Books, Forthcoming); Joshua Trampier, Landscape Archaeology of the Western Nile
Delta, Wilbour Studies in Egypt and Ancient Western Asia 2 (Georgia: Lockwood Press, 2014),
322-326, 337).
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Period remains have not yet published the material.28 Furthermore, many of these
excavations were undertaken in the early part of the 20th century, and the pottery was
often overlooked or misidentified.29 While many of the Egyptian ceramics from the
earlier excavations and from modern research are available for scholarly debate, the
Third Intermediate Period pottery is harder to identify and discuss. Scholars are still
trying to characterize these ceramics and place them into a historical context.30 Few
vessels or sherds of Third Intermediate pottery have been found in secure stratigraphic
contexts during excavations in Lower and Middle Egypt. This is a small fraction
compared to the large volume of Egyptian ceramic material excavated from other
periods.31

28

Aston, Egyptian Pottery, 21. Aston notes that most Third Intermediate Period pottery
has yet to be published, and most of his book consists of personal communications as well as data
published by the early Egyptologists.
29

Guy Brunton, Qau and Badari III (London, 1930); William Petrie, Illahun, Kahun, and
Gurob, (London, 1891); William Flinders Petrie, Gurneh (London, 1901); William Flinders
Petrie and James Duncan, Hyksos and Israelite Cities (London, 1906); James Quibell,
Excavations at Saqqara, 1905-1906 (Cairo, 1907); James Quibell, The Ramessum (London,
1898). Brunton, Petrie, and Quibell excavated many of the larger sites in Egypt between the
1880s and 1930s. Research by David Aston has determined that the pottery from these sites was
dated too early. He further notes that other early archaeologists did not date or record the
ceramics that they found (Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom, 15, and n. 1).
30

For more information on Third Intermediate Period data and stratigraphy at ancient
Egyptian cities see: Karen Wilson, ed., Cities of the Delta II: Mendes (Malibu: Udena
Publications, 1982); Philip Brissaud, Cahiers de Tanis I, (Paris: 1987); William Flinders Petrie,
Tell Nebesheh (Am), and Defenneh (Taphanes) (London, 1888); David Aston, Die Keramik des
Grabungsplatzes Q1. Corpus of Fabrics, Wares, and Shapes, Die Grabungen des Pelizaeus
Museums Hildesheim in Qantir - Pi-Ramesse. Bd. 1 (Mainz: Von Zabern, 1998); Angela Thomas,
Gurob, a New Kingdom Town (Warminster, 1974); Penelope Wilson, Sais I: The RamessideThird Intermediate Period at Kom Rebwa. Excavation Memoir 98. (London: Egypt Exploration
Society, 2011); For information pertaining to changes between the two periods, see: Aston,
Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom; Sabine Laemmel, “Preliminary Report on the Pottery
from Area Q IV at Qantir/Pi-Ramesse, Excavations of the Roemer-Pelizaeus Museum,
Hildesheim” Ägypten und Levant 18 (2008): 15-48.
31

David Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI; Janine Bourriau, Umm el Gaab.
Pottery from the Nile Valley. (Cambridge, University of Cambridge Press, 1981); Peter French,
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New Kingdom ceramics have been more extensively studied, and information on
fabric, form, and decoration has been more widely published.32 It is possible to see
within this ceramic corpus the evolution of fabrics, forms, and decoration. This
information becomes unclear, however, in the Late New Kingdom, at the end of
Ramesses III’s reign. The advance of the so-called Sea Peoples, tentatively linked to the
Aegean, and Libya during and after the reign of Ramesses III changed both settlement
patterns and culture throughout the Mediterranean.33 The archaeological evidence
suggests that the size and locations of Upper Egyptian cities was unaltered; however,
Libyan immigration and settlement caused changes in Lower Egyptian material remains
and cultural evidence.34

“A Preliminary Study of Pottery in Lower Egypt in the Late Dynastic and Ptolemaic Periods.”
Cahiers de la Céramique Égyptienne 3 (1992): 82-92; Maria Lopez Grande and Quesada Sanz,
“Two Third Intermediate Period Pottery deposits from Herakleopolis Magna,” in Sesto
Congresso Internazionale di Egittologia Atti Vol. I, ed. Jean Leclant (Turin: International
Association of Egyptologists, 1993), 415-526, are some examples of this phenomenon. The
ceramic data from El Hibeh, a Third Intermediate Period site in Middle Egypt, should be
published shortly (Rexine Hummel, Personal Communication, May 2012; Carol Redmount,
Personal Communication, April 2013).
32

Janine Bourriau and Paul Nicholson, New Kingdom Pottery Fabrics: Nile Clay and
Mixed Nile/Marl Clay Fabrics from Memphis and Amarna (London: Egypt Exploration Society,
2000); Janine Bourriau, Umm el Gaab; Rotislav Holthoer, New Kingdom Pharaonic Sites. The
Pottery, The Scandinavian Joint Expedition to Sudanese Nubia, Volume 5:1 (Lund, The
Scandinavian Joint Expedition to Sudanese Nubia, 1977); Colin Hope, Egyptian Pottery of the
New Kingdom: Three Studies, (Burwood, Victoria College Press, 1989). These authors have
contributed greatly to the discussion of New Kingdom ceramics.
33

For more information on the Sea Peoples, please see: Trude Dothan and Moshe
Dothan, Peoples of the Sea: The Search for the Philistines (New York: Maxwell Macmillan
International, 1992); Eliezer Oren, ed., The Sea Peoples and their World: A Reassessment
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 2000); Nancy K. Sandars, The Sea Peoples: Warriors
of the Ancient Mediterranean (London: Thames & Hudson, 1985). For an overview of the battle
between Ramesses III, the Sea Peoples, and the Libyans, see Chapter 2.2, History of Egypt and
Libya.
34

It appears that many sites in the Eastern Delta disappeared or were abandoned during
the Third Intermediate Period. Trampier, “Unsettled Questions,” 16-17; Laemmel, “Preliminary
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During the Kushite and Saite Periods (Late Third Intermediate Period - Late
Period, Dynasties 25-26, ca. 747-525 BCE), single rulers not only reunified the country,
but also restored Egyptian traditions. In doing so, they reinterpreted the conventional
New Kingdom Egyptian ceramic pattern of elite and local forms.35 The art historical and
textual evidence clearly copy conventions utilized earlier in Pharaonic history, and
pottery dating to the Late Period (Dynasties 26-30, 525-343 BCE) becomes easier to
identify and to classify due to the recovery of more stratified material, which has led to
an established/well-developed form typology.36 The chronological uncertainties, the
paucity of well-stratified contexts, and the lack of an established ceramic typology,

Report;” Pierre Montet, Les Constructions et le Tombeau de Psousennes a Tanis, (Paris, J.
Dumoulin, 1951).
35

Bourriau (Umm El-Ga’ab, 80) states, “Dynasties XXV to XXVI (715-525 BC) mark
the introduction of new shapes and styles and a break with the lintering traditions of the New
Kingdom…My impression is that the pottery industry – one can begin to use such a term in view
of the quantity and standardization of the product – was already becoming divided into two
groups with minimal contact between them. One group served the wealthy towns and their
necropolis and was subject to all the changing whims of fashion…[t]he other, much more
conservative, group produced a range of cheaper types which changed more slowly and retained
Egyptian styles of decoration and methods of manufacture much longer.” Additionally, Aston
(Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom, 72, 78) also notes that “The pottery characteristic of
the late eighth – mid seventh century [Phase III South] in the south of the country is better known
that that of the preceeding phase. Whilst a few forms known in Phase II continued into Phase
IIIS, the pottery of this phase makes, in general, a complete break with what went before.” In the
north (Phase III North), not enough pottery was published at the time of Aston’s publication to
make a distinctive classification. The types of pottery placed in burials also increases between the
Third Intermediate Period and Late Period (Aston, Burial Assemblages, 348).
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David Aston, Elephantine XIX: Pottery from the Late New kingdom to the Early
Ptolemaic Period, AV 95 (Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 1999); AnnaWodzińska, A
Manual of Egyptian Pottery, Volume 3: Second Intermediate Period – Late Period, AERA Field
Manual Series 1 (Boston: Ancient Egypt Research Associates, Inc., 2010), 223-276; Bourriau,
Umm el Gaab; Peter French, “Late Dynastic Pottery from the Vicinity of the South Tombs,” in
Amarna Reports III, ed. Barry Kemp (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1986); French, “A
Preliminary Study.” While the fabric of the vessels undergoes a slight transformation at this time,
the forms and decoration copy those found during the New Kingdom. Morkot (“Tradition,
Innovation, and Researching,” 161), notes that archaizing in Egyptian art began during the Late
Libyan Period (Dynasty 23) and reached a crescendo during the Saite Period.
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means that Third Intermediate Period pottery is frequently misdated. This becomes a
problem when creating a general classification for the Third Intermediate Period
ceramics. As a result, only a few scholars have attempted to create classifications based
on fabric and form that can be used as a comparison for all Third Intermediate Period
excavations, beginning in the Late New Kingdom and ending at the beginning of the Late
Period.37
As research and theories on Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period
ceramics and large regional ceramic classifications are now out of date and incomplete, a
re-analysis is sorely needed for the Third Intermediate Period pottery. As of now, there is
no recent study discussing the geographical differences in fabrics, forms, and decoration.
The last comprehensive study of Third Intermediate Period pottery classified by date,
geographical area, fabric, and decoration was published almost twenty years ago.38 In
order to create an updated classification of this pottery, a well-excavated site with good
stratigraphy and abundant pottery is necessary. Mendes fulfills these criteria and the
study and classification of the Third Intermediate Period pottery from the site can help to
clarify issues of Libyan ethnic identity and demographics during the Libyan Period.
The city of Mendes, located in the Eastern Delta, exhibits archaeological evidence
of continuous occupation from the Predynastic through the Roman Period. The continuity
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For example, Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom; Philip Brissaud,
“Repertoire Preliminarie de la Poterie Trouvee a San el Hagar (1re partie).” Cahiers de la
Céramique Egyptienne 1 (1987): 77-80; Lopez-Grande and Sanz, “Two Third Intermediate
Period Pottery deposits;” Wilson, Sais I; AnnaWodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The Pottery.”
Polish Archaeology in the Mediterranean 21 (2012): 124-133. These articles discuss Third
Intermediate Period ceramics, but unfortunately at present, there has been no attempt at a larger
multi-site classification.
38

Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom.
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of the archaeological record at Mendes has enabled scholars to create an almost complete
ceramic corpus for the site.39 Textual evidence attests to a Libyan presence at Mendes,
most notably during the Third Intermediate Period.40 Therefore, the ceramic data from
Mendes can help scholars to better understand the Late New Kingdom and Third
Intermediate Period transition. The pottery will be used as a proxy for identifying social
and ethnic differences in Egypt between the Egyptians, represented in the Late New

39

Donald P. Hansen, “Mendes 1965 and 1966 I: The Excavations at Tell el Rub’a,”
Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt VI (1967): 5-13; Donald P. Hansen, “Mendes
1964.” Newsletter of the American Research Center in Egypt 53 (1964): 5-8; Susan Allen and
Karen Wilson, “Excavations at Mendes 1976-79” in L'Égyptologie en 1979, Axes Prioritaires de
Recherché, I: Colloques Internationaux du Centre National de la Recherches Scientifique no. 595
(Paris: Éditions du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique: 1982) 139-151; Susan Allen,
“The Pottery,” in Cities of the Delta, Part II: Mendes, ed. Karen Wilson (Malibu: Undena
Publications, 1982), 13-26; Alicia Rodrigo, “Two Late Roman Amphorae from Mendes,” in
Delta Reports, Volume 1: Research in Lower Egypt, ed. Donald Redford (Oxford: Oxbow, 2009),
57-58; Renée Friedman, “The Early Dynastic and Transitional Pottery of Mendes: The 1990
Season,” in The Nile Delta in Transition: 4th – 3rd Millennium B.C., ed. Edwin C.M. van den
Brink (Tel Aviv: Van den Brink, 1992) 199-205; Rexine Hummel and Steven Shubert, “Ceramic
Analysis,” in Excavations at Mendes, Volume 1, The Royal Necropolis, ed. Donald Redford,
Culture and History of the Ancient Near East Volume 20, ed. Baruch Halpern, Manfred Weippert,
Theo Van den Hout, and Ira Weinter (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 135-184; Rexine Hummel and Steven
Shubert, “Preliminary Report of the 1992 Season at Mendes: The Pottery of the <<Landfill.>>,”
Bulletin de la Céramique Égyptienne 18 (1994): 5-11; Rexine Hummel, Late New Kingdom
Ceramics at Mendes. Unpublished, 2005; Rexine Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics at
Mendes,” in Delta Reports, Volume 1: Research in Lower Egypt, ed. Donald Redford (Oxford:
Oxbow, 2009), 65-120; Rachel Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt: An Investigation of her Fish Cult at
Mendes,” (M.A. Thesis, The Pennsylvania State University, 2006); Edward Ochsenschlager,
“The Mendes-Al-Hiba System of Pottery Classification” in Studien zur altagyptischen Keramik,
ed. Dorothea Arnold (Mainz am Rhein: 1981), 79-84; Donald Redford, ed., Excavations at
Mendes, Volume 1: The Royal Necropolis. Culture and History of the Ancient Near East 20,
(Leiden: Brill, 2004). Unfortunately, while much material dating to the Late New Kingdom and
Third Intermediate Period has been excavated, it has not yet been published.
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Jean Yoyotte, “Les Principautes du Delta au Temps de l’Anarchie Libyenne (Etudes
d’Histoire Politique),” in Mélanges Maspero. Volume 1: Orient ancien. Mémoires publiés par les
membres de l'Institut français d'archéologie orientale du Caire 66/1 (fascicle 4), (Le Caire:
l'Institut français d'archéologie orientale du Caire, 1961), 133; Kenneth Kitchen, “Two Donation
Stelae in the Brooklyn Museum.” Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt 8 (1969-70):
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Society of Biblical Literature: Writings from the Ancient World Number 21. (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2009), 386-388; Redford, Excavations at Mendes, 35.
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Kingdom assemblages, and the incoming Libyans, as seen in the Third Intermediate
Period corpus.41
1.1.4 Theoretical approaches
Recently, many scholars have been returning to the archaeological, art historical,
and textual evidence to determine how the Egyptians viewed themselves and others while
others compare how Egyptian descriptions of their neighbors match (or not) the
archaeological and textual evidence.42 Often, defining the cultural boundaries of these
various ethnic groups provides a better understanding of their interactions around the
eastern Mediterranean and the movement of goods, people, and ideas.
This study will employ an integrated approach of anthropological, archaeological,
and historical theory in order to determine the ethnic and cultural ceramic patterning of
Libyans in the Eastern Delta during the Third Intermediate Period. This analysis will be
theoretically grounded in agency theory, ethnicity theory, and migration theory. Agency
theory is an appropriate theoretical framework because it addresses how humans (agents)
self-consciously mold their world.43 Similarly, ethnicity theory defines an active social
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The Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period ceramic assemblages derive
from archaeological excavations by both the New York University and the Pennsylvania State
University. As a component of my Master’s research at Penn State University, I contributed to the
Late New Kingdom ceramic typology. The Third Intermediate Period ceramics were excavated
by the New York University between 1964 and 1980. I have analyzed and collated the
unpublished data sheets compiled by the expedition ceramicist, Susan J. Allen, during her tenure
at Mendes (1979-1982). The data used in this study was excavated between 1973 and 1980. The
sheets were completed with as much information as possible, though the drawings were not
available for most of the earlier material. To see an example of the data sheet used in this study,
see: Allen, “Pottery,” 14.
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Judas, “‘Mingle with the Courtiers;’” Liszka, “‘We Have Come to Serve Pharaoh;’”
Saleh, Investigating.
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Andrew Gardner, “Agency,” in Handbook of Archaeological Theories, ed. Alexander
Bentley, Herbert Maschner, and Christopher Chippendale (New York: Rowman & Littlefield

20

process of identity through many media, including material remains.44 Migration theory
posits that migration of people is predictable, patterned behavior that can be found in the
archaeological record.45 Though agency and ethnicity theories are commonly applied
models in archaeological research, their use has been limited in Egyptology, with the
exception the few studies mentioned above. Furthermore, migration theory, though
applicable to many studies, is underutilized. While many Egyptological studies focus on
data from more textually prolific periods of Egyptian history (i.e., the Second
Intermediate Period and the New Kingdom), Third Intermediate Period studies are
starting to focus on the archaeological record and discuss how the data display identity
and ethnicity, as well as cultural and demographic shifts in Egypt.46
Though there are doubts that material remains can be used as an identifier for a
broad, multi-dimensional term such as ethnicity, many maintain that there is a link
between artifacts and ethnic definition. 47 Yet, ethnicity is a term that encompasses many

Publishers, Inc: 2008), 95. For an example of agency theory used in Egyptology, see Meskell,
Archaeologies.
44

Sian Jones, “Ethnicity: Theoretical Approaches, Methodological Implications,” in
Handbook of Archaeological Theories, ed. Alexander Bentley, Herbert Maschner, and
Christopher Chippendale (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc: 2008), 327.
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For more information, see: David Anthony, “Migration in Archeology: The Baby and
the Bathwater,” American Anthropologist, New Series 92, no. 4 (Dec. 1990): 895-914; David
Anthony, “Prehistoric Migration as Social Process,” in Migration and Invasions in
Archaeological Explanation, ed. John Chapman and Helena Hamerow (Oxford: Archaeopress,
1997), 21-32. These theories will be further utilized in Chapter 5.
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For an example of ethnicity theory used in Egyptology, see: Liszka, “‘We Have Come
to Serve Pharaoh;’” Meskell, Archaeologies; Saleh, Investigating; and Smith, Wretched Kush.
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The history of using ethnicity as a cultural identifier has re-appeared in archaeological
method and theory, as it is a useful tool to tie societies back to a certain land or country in order
to create and raise awareness of nationalistic consciousness. Because the history of ethnicity in
archaeology is a study unto itself, please see Jones, Archaeology, 106-7; Gordon R. Willey and
Jeremy A. Sabloff, A History of American Archaeology (London: Thames & Hudson, 1974);
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different ideas and concepts and is “inter-subjective rather than absolute.”48 As a
universally agreed upon definition does not exist, the term “ethnicity” is defined in each
study to fit a certain set of criteria and then applied to the presented material.
There are six core attributes that are considered to characterize ethnicity: a shared,
proper name; a common ancestry or a myth of a common ancestry; shared historical
memories; one or more elements of a common culture (language, religion, and customs);
a link with a homeland or an ancestral land; and a sense of solidarity among some
members of the group.49 Using these guidelines, it is possible to distinguish Libyans

Leonard Lieberman, Blaine Stevenson, and Larry T. Reynolds, “Race and Anthropology: A Core
Concept without Consensus.” Anthropology and Education Quarterly 20, no. 2 (1989): 67-73;
Audrey Smedley, “‘Race’ and the Construction of Human Identity.” American Anthropologist,
New Series 100, no. 3 (1998): 690-702. For more on “nationalistic archaeology,” see: Bruce
Trigger, “Alternative Archaeologies: Nationalist, Colonialist, Imperialist.” Man 19 (1984): 35570.
48

Bahrani, “Race and Ethnicity in Mesopotamian Antiquity,” 49. Many scholars do not
use the term ethnicity, as it is too broad and hard to compare. See: Thomas Erikesen, “Beyond
Ethnicity? Some Recent Trends in the Study of Ethnicity and Nationalism,” in Inventions and
Boundaries: Historical and Anthropological Approaches to the Study of Ethnicity and
Nationalism: Papers from the Researcher Training Course held at Sandbjerg Manor, 23 to 29
May 1993, ed. Preben Kaarsholm and Jan Hultin (Roskilde: International Development Studies
Roskilde University, 1994), 316. The debate that has raged for almost a decade on the term or the
boundless definitions of the word itself will not be reproduced here.
49

John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith, “Introduction to Concepts of Ethnicity,” in
Ethnicity, ed. John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 6-7.
Libyans, when moving into an area where they were designated as “the other,” used their cultural
differences to distinguish themselves as a bounded group separate from the Egyptians living in
these places. Their group bond was therefore strengthened by highlighting these disparities. This
separation is evident in artistic representations and in some names (Hal Levine, “Reconstructing
Ethnicity.” The Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute 5, no. 2 (1999): 169). Therefore,
Libyan food culture and ceramics were most likely altered, but not abandoned. This modification
presents evidence that ethnic identity in the past was a fluid and interchangeable concept. Culture,
to the ancient people, was a characteristic as well as an identifier. While the Libyans adopted
many aspects of Egyptian culture into their own (even, perhaps the Egyptian language, as
evidenced by the Meretseger stele of Ramesses III – see Kenneth Kitchen, Ramesside
Inscriptions, Historical and Biographical V (Oxford: B.H. Blackwell Ltd., 1983), Deir El-Medina
Chapel C Rhetorical Stela, 90-91), they did not relinquish their original ethnic identity, but
perhaps modified their perspective of their own identity and ethnicity (Rogers Brubaker, Maria
Loveman, and Peter Stamatov. “Ethnicity as Cognition.” Theory and Society 33, no. 1 (2004): 32;
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living in Egypt as a separate ethnic group.50 As Libyan language or languages and
customs differed from that of the ancient Egyptians, this paper will use the term
“Libyans” to indicate a distinct ethnic group encompassing all peoples from the west of
the arable land of the Nile Delta who migrated to and lived in Egypt. It is also essential
to note that there may have been some acculturation of settled Libyans in Egypt or
mixing of the two populations beginning at the end of the Ramesside Period and
continuing through the Third Intermediate Period.51 Therefore, the pottery from the sites
in this study should provide evidence of ethnic displacement of the local Egyptian
population by the incoming Libyans, a mixture of the two cultures, or a continuation of
the original Egyptian/local culture.52
As defined by Heidi Saleh, there are four areas of study that confront the issue of
ethnicity in Ancient Egypt: studies that try to reconstruct the different ethnicities in
Ancient Egypt and analyze how the Egyptians viewed themselves with respect to others;
studies that place Egypt within the African context and compare and contrast Nubian and
Smedley, “Race,” 691; contra John Baines, “Contextualizing Egyptian Representations of
Society and Ethnicity,” in The study of the Ancient Near East in the Twenty-First Century: The
William Foxwell Albright Centennial Conference, ed. Jerrold Cooper and Glenn Schwartz
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns 1996), 339 – 384).
50

These six attributes will be further defined in Chapter 3.1-3.5.
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Jones, Archaeology, 38. Although Jones is describing the Romanization of England,
the same concepts can be applied to Egyptians and the Egyptianization of other cultures and
ethnicities.
52

Sian Jones and Sarah Pearce, Jewish Local Patriotism and Self-Identification in the
Graeco-Roman Period (Sheffield : Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 33; Frederik Barth, Ethnic
Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organization of Culture Difference (Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1969), 33. Jones and Pearce emphasize that the Libyans living in Egypt had
three options: they could have become incorporated into Egyptian society; they could have
become a minority, and participated in the larger Egyptian culture as a subgroup; or they could
have accentuated their own ethnicity and identity, using it to create a new group in the Egyptian
society.
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Egyptian ethnicity; studies that place Egypt within the Levantine context and compare
and contrast Levantine and Egyptian ethnicity; and studies that discuss ethnic identity
after the New Kingdom (focusing primarily on the Ptolemaic and Roman periods). This
thesis falls into the fourth category. Because there are fewer historical records dating to
the Third Intermediate Period and virtually none that reference Libya, Egyptologists must
incorporate the archaeological data into their analyses in order to better understand the
political, economic, and cultural climate that existed during this time period.53
Ethnic identity creates parameters for the rights and the activities of an individual
and defines his purpose within his ethnic group/society.54 Ethnicity can be analyzed on
three levels: the micro (individual, family); the median (region, neighborhood); and the
macro (state, nation).55 Because of the geographic range of ceramic deposits excavated,
this study will focus on the regional differences (median level) and the implications for a
foreign group living in the Egyptian Nile Delta (macro level). As there are few
archaeological remains of domiciles in Lower Egypt during the Third Intermediate
Period, the micro level cannot be addressed.56 For the purposes of this study, the term
ethnicity will be defined as a group of people who share an identity, and, consciously or
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unconsciously, set themselves apart based on a religious, linguistic, and/or sociocultural
affiliation or common descent.
The study of identity as a sub-discipline of ethnicity is a concept that is based on
several different factors, including gender, age, and religion.57 All of these components
are created and shaped in social interactions.58 Because identity is multi-layered, different
factors can influence a person’s identity in different situations or be emphasized to fit a
certain situation.59 The many factors that create a person’s identity affect each aspect of a
person’s individuality as well as his tie to a certain ethnic group. These factors are able to
“shift and re-align in response to an individual’s life experiences” and carry “complex
meanings …in need of interpretation on many levels.”60 Three layers to identity have
been determined based on these criteria: the experience as an individual person; the
specific definition of being a person, in a specific time and place; and the interpretation of
each person’s life experience.61 Thus, each person’s identity contributes to their
individuality and towards a shared ethnic culture. While identity shapes each individual
differently, it does not necessarily make each person “individual.” Discussions within the
archaeological realm are substantially different than modern studies, as it is near
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impossible to distinguish specific individuals. It is possible, however, to identify
individualism – “a particular historico-cultural conception of the person.”62
Because identity is a fluid rather than fixed concept, it seems likely that the
foreign groups living in Egypt highlighted their ethnicity and identity in order to form a
separate cohesive unit distinguished as “the other.”63 This may manifest itself through
their material culture, as foreign populations living in Egypt may have continued using
specific items to practice their religion, preparing and eating their culture specific foods,
and manufacturing goods related to their cultural traditions, as people still do today.64 In
the case of building a unified Libyan ethnicity, each individual identity helps to shape the
shared ethnic background of the foreigners living in Egypt. Artistic and textual evidence
from Libyan individuals living in Egypt will help to define Libyan identity during the
Third Intermediate Period.
Agency, ethnicity, and migration theories have influenced and formed the
structural backbone of this study. Ethnicity theory discusses how identity and ethnicity
are shaped by social interaction and by an individual’s surroundings.65 Agency theory
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addresses how humans interact and influence their surroundings and their identity.66
Migration theory clarifies the process of change within the archaeological record due to
an influx of foreign peoples. These three theories can be observed in the archaeological
record and can help to identify the dynamic of ethnic and social interactions within a
certain timeframe. Using these theories will create a sound theoretical framework in
which to interpret the ceramic data and make conclusions on Libyan migration, ethnicity,
and identity in Egypt.
The sites presented in this study span the entire Nile Delta. As the towns in this
study were located either along overland trade routes or on the river or its branches and
were trading ports, they were inhabited and influenced by traders from the Aegean, the
Levant, Libya, and Nubia. Thus, each town in this study may present slight regional
differences and foreign influence in the pottery. Not every ceramic paste will be exactly
the same, and forms will fall within a certain range. Therefore, some stylistic differences
may be present.67
1.2 Defining The Libyans And Methodology
As stated above, identity and ethnicity create the foundations of this study. By
demonstrating that the Libyans were separate from the Egyptians based on their lifestyle
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For examples of stylistic differences in art historical contexts during the Third
Intermediate Period, see: Richard A. Fazzini, Egypt dynasty XXII-XXV. Institute of Religious
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and economy, it will be possible to create a baseline cultural collective identity for the
Libyan immigrants. Therefore, it is necessary to characterize the peoples who lived to the
west of Egypt. In order to do so, it is crucial to define the terminology used throughout
this study to determine Libyan habitus.68
As will be evidenced in Chapter 2, the Libyan habitat in western Africa is
comprised of climatological bands, ranging from coastline to mountains to desert. The
area was arid, making agriculture and sedentary society in most areas unsustainable.
Transhumance, or nomadism, is an adaptation of a group of people to their environment
which leaves distinct material evidence.69 Ancient Egyptian written sources (as well as
other materials from the Mediterranean) describe the Libyans, who were transhumant, as
“primitive, raiding, and robbing groups,” or “…as worms, not considering their bodies,
(but loving death and despising life...spend[ing] their time going about the land, fighting,
to fill their bodies daily.”70 In reality, this topical explanation is not necessarily accurate,
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as pastoral nomadism requires wealth and healthy trade relationships in order to
prosper.71
Because so little is known about the Libyans before the Third Intermediate
Period, many scholars avoid describing the people with definitive anthropological
nomenclature.72 The terms “tribe,” “nomad,” and “pastoralist” have been used throughout
anthropological studies as terms to classify and define different types of cultural groups
and socio-political organizations. These words are usually used together to define mobile
populations, but they are not necessarily bound as a set phrase, as each term and
definition can be used independently.73 Unfortunately, this terminology, originally
popular in ethnographic studies, had become static, overused, underdefined, and almost
abandoned. Recently, however, these concepts have been reappearing in academic studies
in order to better define relationships between mobile and sedentary groups. The broad
range of definitions applying to these terms is used individually by each researcher, based
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on each interpretation and understanding of the archaeological, historical, and
anthropological data. Therefore, each term will be defined for the use of this paper.74
1.2.1 Tribe
Defining “tribe” – a term that has become prosaic in anthropological,
archaeological, and historical studies, as well as in popular culture – is as challenging as
it is subjective and carries negative connotations.75 One of the most negative stereotypes
of the word insinuates that tribal people are “primitive” or “barbaric.” Though a tribe is a
type of bounded political entity, they are usually considered “weaker” than settled
societies; however, tribes cannot be considered by the same criteria used for larger
sedentary states, as different variables apply to each. In reality, a tribe or tribal society
has adapted to a specific geography and climate, and displays politics, culture, religion,
and society which reflect a successful utilization of their resources in an environment
which is considered sere and therefore inhospitable.76
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A segmented society is one of the most notable aspects of tribal organization,
though the definition of a segmented society and what it implies still remains
contentious.77 The segmented society is based on kinship associations (social
relationships that encompass the tribe’s ideas of relationships such as lineage and
descent) and clan/family affiliation (determined either matrilineally, patrilineally, or both,
adoption of outside members by marriage, friendships/neighbors, or a distant common
ancestor).78 The purpose of determining kinship associations, therefore, is to “facilitate
the extension of both time and space so that those who are physically apart may remain
conceptually together.”79 Tribes can be organized on many different levels – through
descent lines, kinship networks, trading and herding agreements, and neighbors – thus
creating a multi-dimensional, complex community both within and outside the tribal
unit.80 Mobile tribes who settle retain aspects of their nomadic identity, as well as their
tribal affiliations and kinship ties.81
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For a discussion of the original segmentary state model, see: Aidan Southall, “The
Segmentary State in Africa and Asia.” Comparative Studies in Society and History 30, no. 1
(1988): 52-82. The Libyan society would follow steps I-III of Southall’s paradigm (74-75).
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Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 56; Roy H. Behnke, The Herders of Cyrenaica: Ecology,
Economy, and Kinship among the Bedouin of Eastern Libya, Illinois Studies in Anthropology,
No. 12 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1980), 170-174. Behnke’s study displays a more
modern example.
79

Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 63.

80

Emanuel Marx, “Are There Pastoral Nomads in the Middle East?” in Pastoralism in
the Levant: Archaeological Materials in Anthropological Perspectives, ed. Ofer Bar-Yosef and
Anatoly Khazanov, Monographs in World Archaeology No. 10 (Wisconsin: Prehistory Press,
1992), 258.
81

Szuchman, “Integrating Approaches,” 3. Szuchman states that nomads still connected
to their sedentary family may have used tents on their property or built houses with layouts
similar to their tent plans. Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 59-60. Behnke notes that even while
the people may have been sedentary, the herds were still mobile, leaving the house in the morning
and returning home in the evening.

31

For the purpose of this paper, tribe will be defined as a social group comprised of
segmentary descent groups organized into clan segments based on family lineage and
kinship relationships.82 The formation of a tribal society and kinship ties allowed for
pastoralism to develop into a successful economic option.
1.2.2 Nomad/nomadism
The term “nomad” has long been associated with “barbarism,”
“unsophistication,” and restriction to specific locales, usually desert and other marginal
areas.83 Considered a “fringe” society loosely associated with more “sophisticated”
sedentary groups, nomads in actuality create and maintain complex connections with both
sedentary and mobile populations.84

82

Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 108-9; Szuchman, “Integrating Approaches,” 4.

83

Anatoly Khazanov, “Specific Characteristics of Chalcolithic and Bronze Age
Pastoralism,” in Nomads, Tribes, and the State in the Ancient Near East: Cross-Disciplinary
Perspectives, ed. Jeffrey Szuchman, Oriental Institute Seminars Number 5 (Chicago: The Oriental
Institute of the University of Chicago, 2009), 121. Khazanov states, “At the same time, [pastoral
nomads] also comprehended that their culture was less complex, rich, and refined than that of
their sedentary counterparts.” For opinions relating to Libyan “unsophistication,” see: “Cooney,
Egypt’s Encounters,” 32; White, “Before the Greeks Came,” 37; David Conwell, “On Ostrich
Eggs and Libyans.” Expedition 29, no. 3 (1987) 33; O’Connor, “Nature of Tjemhu (Libyan)
Society,” 63; Bates, Eastern Libyans, 142-144; Fiona Simpson, “Evidence for a Late Bronze Age
Libyan Presence in the Egyptian Fortress at Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham” (Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Liverpool, 2002), 194-198. However, on page 199, she mentions that the Labu and
Meshwesh possibly had the understanding and capability of metalworking techniques; Jan
Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours: Foreign Population in Egypt in the First Millennium
BC, The Journal of Juristic Papyrology Supplements, Volume XII (Warsaw: The University of
Warsaw, 2009), 401. Scholars such as Anne Porter, Santo Tine, and Linda Hulin are attempting to
change the view of pastoral nomadism as a “lesser” form of society (Porter, Mobile Pastoralism,
for a non-Egyptian opinion; Santo Tine, “Ceramica Prebattiaca nell’area Cirenca.” Quaderni di
Archeologia della Libia 12 (1987): 16; Linda Hulin, “Pragmatic Technology: Issues in the
Interpretation of Libyan Material Culture,” in Intercultural Contacts in the Ancient
Mediterranean: Proceedings of the International Conference at the Netherlands-Flemish Institute
in Cairo, 25th – 29th October 2008, ed. Kim Duistermaat and Ilona Regulski. Orientalia
Lovaniensia Analecta 202 (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 101-114).
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For a list of common misconceptions, see Marx, “Are There Pastoral Nomads,” 255256; Szuchman, “Integrating Approaches,” 2-3. Szuchman notes that by necessity and for their
economic well-being, nomads interacted with all types of people and did not remain isolated.
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Nomadism is usually defined as the mobility of a group or an individual for
economic purposes. There are four types of mobility: 1) movement of the group to utilize
specific resources, 2) re-location of parts of the group to certain areas, 3) aggregation of
parts of the group to a base camp, and 4) movement of the group according to a specific
pattern, usually seasonal.85 Migrations of nomads vary between different groups since the
criteria for mobilization depended on many factors, such as geographic location, climate,
and available resources.86 Mobility as a lifestyle and a pastoral economy as a subsistence
strategy are two main aspects of nomadism.87 The word “nomad” was directly linked

Also, see Van der Steen and Saidel, “On the Fringe of Society,” 1-2. For examples of nomadism
in the archaeological record, see: Roger Cribb, Nomads in Archaeology (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991); Porter, Mobile Pastoralism.
85

Barnard and Wendrich, “Archaeology of Mobility,” 5, 7. The authors stress that this is
only a basic framework, without pre-supposing motivation, time, and population. Within these
patterns, there are also different sub-types: logistical mobility, usually applied to hunter/gatherer
populations; residential mobility, the movement of a group to establish another base camp; and
tethered mobility, which imposes regional or temporal limits based on resources, region, or
culture. Additionally, there are different types of migratory patterns, as well as stability. Nomadic
movement can be classified as cyclical (seasonal), directional (horizontal or vertical), linear or
non-linear, and regularity (Anatoly Khazanov, Nomads and the Outside World (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 19840), 37; Wendrich and Barnard, “Archaeology of Mobility,” 78).
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Barnard and Wendrich, “Archaeology of Mobility,” 7-8. Pastoral nomadism, the most
frequently used term, focuses on mobility and care for flocks and herds while semi-nomadic
pastoralism specifies that part of the group is settled or that the entire camp is settled for part of
the year. By contrast, agropastoralism denotes a combination of agriculture and pastoralism.
Tethered nomadism, meanwhile, describes the relationship between the group and the use of
either certain resources, landscapes, or other groups. Enclosed nomadism designates the
relationship between a mobile group and a nearby sedentary population, and peripheral nomadism
describes a group who lives on the fringes of a sedentary society. Seasonal migration, or
transhumance, can be defined as either vertical (moving up and down through different
elevations) or horizontal (movement on the same elevation).They also define the terms “multiresource nomadism” and “herder-gatherers,” terms which can also be used to explain types of
pastoralism. Most likely, any nomadic society could be defined by using multiple terms listed
above.
87

Szuchman, “Integrating Approaches,” 3.
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with pastoralism, as the term originally meant “pastoral tribes.”88 In most studies,
including this one, nomads are “understood as a type of pastoralism using mobile
(portable) dwellings.”89 In this study, nomadism is defined as a group who is either
partially or completely mobile for one of the above purposes.
1.2.3 Pastoralist/pastoralism
Pastoralism, usually associated with the term “nomadism,” describes a
subsistence strategy that incorporates the tending of flocks and/or herds. Pastoral
communities are defined by many variables based on certain aspects of a food-producing
economy.90 Pastoral nomadism is determined by rainfall, vegetation, availability of other
resources, agricultural pursuits, as well as the fluctuation of the flock and the tribal
population.91 Most mobile communities used a mixture of animal husbandry and herding,
supplemented by agriculture, for greater economic stability and less dependence on other
communities.92
Though thought of as “outsiders,” pastoral nomads can, and did, share the same
geographical zones with sedentary or mobile agriculturalists. In some examples, the
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Barnard and Wendrich, “Archaeology of Mobility,” 3.
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Schlee, “Forms of Pastoralism,” 18.
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Ofer Bar-Yosef and Anatoly Khazanov, “Introduction,” in Pastoralism in the Levant:
Archaeological Materials in Anthropological Perspectives, ed. Ofer Bar-Yosef and Anatoly
Khazanov, Monographs in World Archaeology No. 10 (Wisconsin: Prehistory Press, 1992): 2.
For example, mixed economies, herdsman husbandry/transhumance, semi-sedentary
pastoralism/agro-pastoralism, semi-nomadic pastoralism, and pastoral nomadism are completely
different types of pastoral economies that can describe societies (Khazanov, “Specific
Characteristics of Chalcolithic and Bronze Age Pastoralism,” 119).
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Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 39-41; Khazanov, “Specific Characteristics of
Chalcolithic and Bronze Age Pastoralism,” 120.
92

Bar-Yosef and Khazanov, “Introduction,” 2.
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territory was divided between pastoralists and agriculturalists; in other instances, the
territory was used by both groups on a seasonal basis.93 Therefore, pastoral nomads could
have been either directly or indirectly associated with sedentary communities; there was
no space in cities for large herds to graze, and large groups of herd animals would have
placed an economic strain on the community.94
Modern ethnographic studies show that many partially nomadic pastoralists have
other means of economic support in addition to their herding, which they may or may not
hire out to a professional herdsman.95 Both in the past and in more modern times, these
semi-nomadic agro-pastoralists interacted with sedentary societies, agrarian-urban
societies (a sedentary and nomadic society connected by kinship), and other seminomadic and nomadic societies. Recent ethnographic works support the theory that semipastoral nomads are not a separate-bounded group, but fully participant in sedentary
societies, and they can be considered a segment of an urban economy.96 The imagined
dichotomy between nomadic and sedentary peoples in some areas is a modern social
construct, partially based on modern ethnographic material collected by scholars from
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Khazanov, Nomads and the Outside World, 34. Marx also notes that there was often an
agreement between herders and agriculturalists: the herds could graze on the cereal stubble, and
when doing so, they would fertilize the fields. This arrangement suited both sides. In the case of
modern agro-pastoralists according to Behnke, the families would use their field stubble as grazeland after the harvest, which fed the herds as well as fertilized the fields. (Marx, “Are there
Pastoral Nomads,” 257; Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 47).
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See Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 137, for an example of this during the Uruk period.
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Ahmed M. Abou-Zeid, “The Sedentarization of Nomads in the Western Desert of
Egypt.” UNESCO International Social Science Journal, XI, no. 4 (1959): 552.
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Emanuel Marx, “Nomads and Cities: Changing Conceptions,” in On the Fringe of
Society, Archaeological and Ethnoarchaeological Perspectives on Pastoral and Agricultural
Societies, ed. Benjamin Saidel and Eveline van der Steen. BAR International Series 1657
(Oxford: Archaeopress, 2007), 75- 76.
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settled societies, and is not supported by either textual or archaeological evidence in the
ancient Mediterranean.97 Van der Steen and Saidel summarize this argument by stating:
[t]he desert [nomads] and the sown [settlers] are not divided, they are part
of the same landscape, shared by the same community, and the borders lie
somewhere else. Communities are not defined by the way they make their
living, even though they may make different choices under seemingly
identical circumstances.98
1.2.4 Methodology
This dissertation aims to identify a distinct Libyan ethnicity and evidence of
ethnic Libyans through the use of the ceramic assemblages from Egypt and theoretical
models such as migration, ethnicity, and agency. After the Libyan ceramics are described,
evidence from five different sites in Egypt will be compared in order to determine if
Libyan migration changed aspects of Egyptian ceramic fabric, form, and decoration from
the Late New Kingdom through the Third Intermediate Period. Chapter 2 will focus on
the geography of Libya and the resulting populations inhabiting the area. Then, the
Neolithic to the Late Bronze Age (Late New Kingdom) history of Libya, as well
interactions with Egypt during this time will be discussed. As there is a lack of historical
or archaeological evidence after the Late Bronze Age and the history of the Libyans
migrating into Egypt diverges with those who stay in the desert, this study will not focus
on Libyan history after this period. Chapter 3 will present an analysis of art historical
and material remains of Libyans, which is necessary to describe the unique Libyan
ethnicity and identity. In Chapter 4, the classification of the Mendes pottery from the Late
New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period will be described with regard to fabric,
97

Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 11-14.
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Van der Steen and Saidel, “On the Fringe of Society,” 6. However, many mobile and
sedentary populations were divided, depending on the geography.
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form, and decoration. Finally, in Chapter 5, the cultural changes that appear in the Third
Intermediate Period in Egypt will be discussed, as well as a comparison of the Mendesian
corpus to those of Sais, Tanis, Memphis, and Tell El-Retaba. Lastly, the Egyptian
ceramics from the Third Intermediate Period will be compared to Libyan ceramics found
in Libya ranging from the Late New Kingdom to the Classical Period. Chapter 6 will
summarize the study. Appendix A is a site gazetteer, which discusses the history of each
site analyzed in this study, the state of current excavations, and the ceramic data.
This study will test the hypothesis that Libyan identity is visible in the ceramic
record in Lower Egypt. The influx of migrating Libyans into Egypt at the end of the Late
New Kingdom created a syncretic state in the Third Intermediate Period, visible in the art
and textual evidence describing politics, economics, and religion. However, the ceramic
corpus in the Nile Delta does not reflect an introduction of the Libyan ceramic tradition
alongside or blended with the Egyptian ceramic corpus. Rather, there is a slight change in
the percentages of fabrics and form at Mendes, Sais, Tanis, Memphis and Tell El-Retaba;
there is little change in the surface treatment and decoration – definitive ethnic markers –
at these sites. Therefore, Third Intermediate Period ceramics are not an accurate measure
of the movement and the settlement of Libyans in Lower Egypt. Therefore, it is likely
that the Libyan population in Lower Egypt used local potters to create certain fabrics to
make forms suitable to their needs.99

99

This point will be elaborated further in Chapters 5 and 6.
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CHAPTER 2
HISTORY AND GEOGRAPHY OF ANCIENT LIBYA AND EGYPT
2.1 Geography Of Ancient Libya
Unlike Nubia or the Levant, Libya was neither traveled to nor described by the
ancient Egyptians, who ignored the country in favor of those with seemingly richer
resources. Thus, our geographical understanding of Libya only begins with the later
Classical authors. They noted the unique geography and climate of each country and
described the ancient setting in detail.1 According to these Classical authors, Libya’s
borders abutted the Mediterranean Sea in the north, the desert edge of the Nile Valley in
the east, Meroë (Upper Nubia) in the south, and the Atlantic Ocean in the west.2 The
region was divided into four provinces by the Ottomans, presumably for easier
navigation/administration (see Map 2).3

1

Strabo, Geography, trans. Horace L. Jones (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1932), Book XVII, Chapter 3.1; Herodotus, Book II. 25.
2

Herodotus, II.15-16. These boundaries included East Africa as part of Libya, which will
not be included in this study. Strabo, XVII, chapter 3.1.
3

Libya was at first an amalgamation of small kingdoms and states; the division of the
country into Cyrenaica and Tripolitania was done by the Ottomans (the Fezzan was, at that time,
an independent kingdom who was loyal to the Ottoman Empire). After the Italian takeover of
Libya in 1911, the country kept its Ottoman divisions, but was united under the Greco-Roman
name “Libya” (Ali Abdullatif Ahmida, The Making of Modern Libya: State Formation,
Colonization, and Resistance, Second Edition (Albany: SUNY Press, 2009), 11-13, 74).
Marmarica, located in modern day western Egypt, was considered a province of ancient Libya.
While the term “Marmarica” is no longer used for modern geographical determination, the term is
still used for historical and archaeological purposes. For an overview of Marmarica, see: Donald
White, “1985 Excavations on Bates’s Island, Marsa Matruh.” Journal of the American Research
Center in Egypt 23 (1986): 51, n. 1.

38

Map 2: Libya and Egypt with provinces defined, and modern cities for orientation (Map
drawn by the author).
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The northern coastline of Libya was one of the lushest, most bountiful areas in
North Africa.4 The coastal area was divided between the three provinces: Marmarica,
Cyrenaica, and Tripolitania. The area of Marmarica, though considered “Libyan”
territory by the ancient Egyptians, had almost always been under Egyptian control.5 It
stretched from the borders of Rakote (pre-Ptolemaic Alexandria) and Lake Mareotis to
Jebel Akhdar (Green Mountain), the boundary with Cyrenaica.6 Geological features in
Marmarica (from north to south) include the coastline, the Marmarica Plateau (a
limestone plateau), the Qattara Depression, the desert (the Great Sand Sea), and the Gilf
Kebir (a sandstone plateau).7 The province of Cyrenaica was originally referred to by the
Greeks as the Pentapolis, after the five major cities in the area: Cyrene, Berenice,
Arsinoë, Ptolemais, and Apollonia.8 Later, the province was renamed after the first Greek

4

Diodorus Siculus, Book III.10.5. Diodorus notes that because of its fertile land and
frequent rainfall, both the Libyans and Nubians wanted control of the area. This may be a
reference to the Third Intermediate Period conflicts between the two groups. Though the coast,
which was a narrow strip of land, as well some of the mountain areas were more fertile, land was
still scarce, thus leaving most of the population mobile.
5

The Mersa Matruh area (as evidenced by the Egyptian fortress at Zawiyet Umm ElRakham) was the border between ancient Egypt and Libya, at least beginning in the New
Kingdom, though it may have been delineated earlier. The ancient boundary between Marmarica
and Cyrenaica is preserved by the modern Egyptian/Libyan border.
6

Anna-Katharina Rieger, Thomas Vetter, and Heike Möller, “The Desert Dwellers of
Marmarica, Western Desert: Second Millennium BCE to First Millennium CE,” in The History of
the Peoples of the Eastern Desert, ed. Hans Barnard and Kim Duistermaat, Cotsen Institute of
Archaeology Monograph 73 (California: Regents of the University of California, 2012), 157.
7

Ibid., 158.

8

Pliny the Elder, The Natural History, trans. John Bostock (London: Taylor and Francis,
Red Lion Court, Fleet Street, 1855), Book 5.5. Cyrene is modern Ghrenneh, Berenice became
Benghazi, Arsinoë is modern Taucheira, Ptolemais is Tolmeita, and Apollonia became Mersa
Sousah.
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city colonized on the coast (Cyrene, near modern Shahat).9 The geography and geology
of Cyrenaica is as equally varied as Marmarica. The province consists of the coastline
and the Jebel Akhdar region – a series of plateaus that measure 400 km east to west and
150 km north to south. The plateaus descend into a desert area (the steppe), which is
dotted with seasonal and temporary runoff lakes (the floodplains).10 The juxtaposition of
desert and sea at the Gulf of Syrte creates the boundary between Cyrenaica and
Tripolitania, a name that refers to the Greek Syrtes (the area around the Gulf of Sidra).
This province was renamed Tripolitania during the Roman Period after the three
important cities: Sabrata, Leptis, and Oea.11 The most prominent geographical features in
Tripolitania are the coastline, the Jafara plain, the mountains (al-jabal al Gharbi), and the
Hamada al-Hamara, the plateau that separates southern Tripolitania from the Fezzan.12
The Fezzan, the southernmost province of Libya, begins at the southern desert of
Cyrenaica and the plateau of Tripolitania, and abuts Algeria, Niger, and Chad in the
south. The province extends eastwards 600 km towards Cyrenaica.13 Unlike the other
three provinces, the Fezzan does not include the coastline. Instead, the area contains

9

The name “Cyrenaica” was used during the Roman period and later renamed Barqa by
the Ottomans. The Greek and Roman designations, including the name “Libya,” were revived by
the Italians after their colonization of the North African coastline in order to justify western
expansion and link the area with former Roman rule. (Ahmida, Making of Modern Libya, 6).
10

Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 9-10.

11

Ahmida, Making of Modern Libya, 12.

12

Ibid., 14.

13

David Mattingly, ed., The Archaeology of Fazzan: Volume I, Synthesis, Society for
Libyan Studies Monograph 5 (London, Tripoli: The Society for Libyan Studies and the
Department of Antiquities, 2003) 1. The southeastern part of Libya bordering the Fazzan and
Egypt is an independent province.
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oases, large areas of desert, rocky plateaus (which descend to mountains in the south,
outside of the province), and small mountains (see Map 3).14

14

Ibid., 3-4. There are no true mountains/mountain ranges in Libya, though they are
named as such. This study will focus on the Marmarica and Cyrenaica, with some examples from
the Fezzan. Tripolitania, the westernmost province of the country, will not be included here.
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Map 3: Topographical map of Libya (By: Emilio Rodriguez-Alvarez, the University of
Arizona Archaeology Mapping Lab).
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The geographical variation in the area (the coastline, the mountains and plateaus,
and the desert), and the varied seasonal and annual rainfall created an environment better
suited for transhumance than settlement.15 Strabo noted that although the country was
large, it was sparsely inhabited and “…dotted with settlements that were small, scattered,
and mostly nomadic.”16 Because a mobile lifestyle is, and was, a completely variant
lifestyle to the sedentary Egyptians and Greeks, it was frequently misunderstood by those
who tried to describe or place the different nomadic societies.17 An additional problem in
the Classical sources is that many of the authors never had direct contact with the tribes
themselves, but rather repeated descriptions based on conversations with Greek travelers
and settlers. Much of this information, therefore, was second- or third-hand. As a result,
the Libyan tribes, like all non-Greeks, were portrayed in Classical texts as “barbarians,” a
typical Greek bias in descriptions of “the other.” As a result, many of their local names
and religious beliefs were renamed for Greek/Roman clarity.18 This information was
copied by other Classical authors, who often repeated the erroneous information and
made other errors, especially with regard to tribal names.19 Consequently, the appellation
of Libyan tribes in the Greek and Roman sources cannot be reconciled with either the
15

For more information on rainfall amounts, see above notes in this section. For
definitions of nomadism, pastoralism, and tribalism, please see Chapter 1.2, Defining the Libyans
and Methodology.
16

Strabo, Book XVII, chapter 3.1. It seems that later, Strabo and his contemporaries
attribute many of the cities in the country to the Phoenicians, who colonized parts of Libya (3.8).
17

Only the Classical authors will be discussed here. For the Egyptian descriptions of the
tribes with whom they interacted, see Chapter 3.1.
18

Cultural syncretism may have also played a role in the Greek terminology of foreign
deities and peoples.
19

Daniel McCall, “Herodotus on the Garamantes: A Problem in Protohistory.” History in
Africa 26 (1999): 199-200.
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earlier Egyptian sources or the later Islamic sources.20 Because the tribes were mobile,
pinpointing the location of each is near impossible, and the authors often guessed the
locations from where each tribe originated.
Herodotus attempted the first ethnographic study of the Libyan tribes; his
Histories are the foundation of the “factual” information copied and amended by his
successors.21 Herodotus described each tribe geographically and in order, moving
westward from Egypt’s border, and from the coast inland. The Adyrmachidea lived
closest to Egypt and their lifestyle was closest to Herodotus’ observations of Egyptian
customs. The women wore a bronze ring on each leg and had long hair. This tribe was
located from the Egyptian border to the port of Plynus (Bay of Salum).22 The Giligamae,
whose border began at Port Plynus and ended at the Island of Aphrodisias, “live[d] in
much the same sort of way as the other tribes.”23 The Asbystae lived far from the coast –
Herodotus only specifies “to the south of Cyrene” – and rode in four-horse chariots.24
Nearby lived the Auschisae, whose territory ranged from south of Barca (El Merj) to the
sea near Euesperides (Benghazi).25 A separate tribe, the Bacale, lived within the
20

Many of the tribal names were copied from Herodotus and other early historians. For a
brief overview of the Egyptian and Islamic historiography, see below.
21

Herodotus founded his works upon Hecateaus, though diverged from the work
whenever necessary (Alan Lloyd, “Herodotus on Egyptians and Libyans,” in Hérodote et les
Peuples non Grecs; Vandoeuvres-Genève, 22-26 Août 1988; Neuf Exposés Suivis de Discussions,
ed. Bernard Grange et Olivier Reverdin. Entretiens sur l’Antiquité Classique, Tome XXXV
(Vandoeuvres-Genève: Fondation Hardt, 1990) 239-240).
22

Robert Strassler, ed., The Landmark Herodotus: The Histories (New York: Pantheon
Books, 2007), 350-351, Map 4.165; Herodotus, Book IV.168.
23

The Island of Aphrodisias seems to be a small island off of the coast near Cyrene;
(Strassler, Landmark Herodotus, 350, map 4.165); Herodotus, Book IV.169.
24

Herodotus, Book IV.170.
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Auschisae’s territory on the coast near Tauchira (Tocra).26 The Nasamones, who were
located west of the Bacales and Auschisae, lived in the former territory of the Psylli,
which was located in the Syrtis (Gulf of Sidra). They drank milk laced with locust dust
and left their cattle on the coast during the summer while harvesting dates in Augila
(Awjila).27 The Nasamones were polygamous like the neighboring Massagetae tribe.
Both groups, according to Herodotus, had elaborate and exotic rituals, and he described
both weddings and business deals.
Further inland and southward from the Nasamones were the Garamantes, who
were described as antisocial and nearly defenseless.28 The Macae lived to the west of the
Nasamones along the coast, and Herodotus notes that the river Cinyps ran through their
territory.29 They wore their hair in one long strip down the center of their heads
(mohawks), and used ostrich skins as shields. The Gindanes shared a border with the
Macae, and “[t]he women of this tribe [wore] leather bands round their ankles, which are
supposed to indicate the number of their lovers: …whoever has the greatest number
enjoys the greatest reputation because she has been loved by the greatest number of

25

Book IV.168-170. The Asbystae seem to have lived in the Jebel Akhdar and Qattara
Depression; the Auschisae lived from El Merj to Benghazi. (Strassler, Landmark Herodotus, 351,
354, Map 4.175).
26

(Strassler, Landmark Herodotus, 354, map 4.175); Herodotus notes that the Asbystae,
Auschisae, and Bacales lived similarly (Book IV.170).
27

Strassler, Landmark Herodotus, 354, map 4.175.

28

The only location Herodotus notes for this tribe is that they lived “where wild beasts
are found.” (Book IV.174). The location of the Garamantes is currently unclear; they may have
lived around modern Marada.
29

The river may be the Wadi Lebda near Leptis Magna (Strassler, Landmark Herodotus,
354, map 4.175).
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men.”30 Within their territory – a headland that runs into the sea – lived the Lotophagi,
who ate only the fruit of the lotus.31 The Machlyes’ territory began along the coast west
of the Lotophagi and Gindanes and ended at the Triton River.32 They grew the hair on the
back of their heads long, as opposed to the Auses, their neighbors (their territory started
on the western side of the Triton river), who grew the hair on the front of their heads long
instead. The women of both tribes staged an annual battle for the Libyan counterpart of
Athena.33 Herodotus stated that the Auses did not believe in proper marriage and casually
coupled. The children were given to the man who they, when fully grown, were thought
to resemble most. These tribes, according to Herodotus, were the pastoral tribes living on
the coast.34

30

Herodotus, Book IV.176.

31

The name Lotophagi is a generic name, and Herodotus does not provide much
information. However, there were places along the coastline where lotus flowers grew and were
made into wine; thus, it is possible that the Lotophagi were located in one of these areas (McCall,
“Herodotus on the Garamantes,” 211).
32

Herodotus, Book IV.178. Herodotus notes that the river flowed into the Tritonis
Lagoon. The location of the Lake Tritonis is unclear – Strassler hypothesizes that it may be Chott
el Jerid, Chott El Fajaj, and Chott El Gharsa in Tunisia (Landmark Herodotus, 354, map 4.175),
but may also be one of the smaller lakes near Ras Ajdir or could have dried in antiquity and may
be Jebil National Park.
33

Herodotus, Book IV.179. The emphasis on women in the texts can be explained in two
different manners: that Herodotus is highlighting the “barbarism” of the Libyans, and describing
their fascinating customs; or noting that Libyan women seemed to have greater freedom and
equality than Greek women. This concept has been noted by some scholars in more modern
times, as most Tuareg men wear veils (in order to show reserve, dignity, and piety, and to protect
against spirits), not women (For example, see: Thomas Seligman, “The Art of Being Tuareg:
Sahara Nomads in a Modern World.” African Arts 39, no. 3 (2006): 59; Dominique Casajus,
“Why do the Tuareg Veil Their Faces,” in Contexts and Levels: Anthropological Essays on
Hierarchy, ed. Robert H. Barnes, Daniel de Coppet, and Robert J. Parkin (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1985), 68-77).
34

Herodotus, Book IV.168-181. He notes that the rest of the region, towards the interior,
is “a ridge of sand which stretches from Egyptian Thebes to the Pillars of Herakles (The Straits of
Gibraltar)” (Strassler, Landmark Herodotus, 354, map 4.175).
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Next, Herodotus described the tribes that lived in the southern part of Libya. He
began with the Ammonians, who lived closest to Thebes (a ten-day journey from the city)
and who worshipped the god Ammon/Zeus.35 A twenty-day journey west (the
Nasamone’s date trees at Auglia were ten days west of the Ammonians) brought travelers
to the Garamantes’ territory.36 The Garamantes, who were pastoralists known for their
long-horned cattle that walked backwards, lived a month’s journey from the more coastal
Lotophagi mentioned above.37 The Garamantes also fought with the Ethiopian
Troglodytes.38 Ten days west lived the Atarantes, a tribe who did not give personal names
to tribe members. Ten days west of the Atarantes lived the Atlantes, named for the
mountains along which they lived.39 The Atlantes were the last Libyan tribe that
Herodotus could name, though he noted that there were other tribes living in the area,
separated by ten-day journeys.40 West of Lake Tritonis lived tribes who built houses and
practiced agriculture.41 He specifically named one more tribe, called the Maxyes, who

35

The sanctuary has been located in the desert, but far north of Egyptian Thebes – at the
Siwa Oasis. While the Siwa Oasis may not be the correct location for this sanctuary, no other
sanctuaries have yet been found in the area.
36

Herodotus, Book IV.181-183. These tribes are not to be confused with the Garamantes
of the coast; MCcall believes that more than likely, these names have been corrupted. (McCall,
“Herodotus on the Garamantes,” 197-217).
37

Herodotus, Book IV.183.

38

Mario Liverani, “The Libyan Caravan Road in Herodotus IV.181-185,” Journal of the
Economic and Social History of the Orient 43, no. 4 (2000), 508, hypothesizes that the fights
between the Troglodytes and the Garamantes was an early form of the slave trade.
39

Ibid., Book IV.184. The tribe lives near Mt. Atlas, so the name Atlantes was probably a
term used by the Greeks.
40

Liverani, “Libyan Caravan Road ,” 496-505, posits that this route, broken into ten day
trips, was in fact a precursor to the Trans-Saharan trade route.
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grew their hair only on the right side of their head, shaved the left side of their head, and
stained their bodies red.42 The country west of the Tritonis was hillier and contained more
forest than the land to the east of the Tritonis, which was flat and sandy.43
As stated above, Herodotus’ account of the different Libyan tribes, which was the
most unbiased, thorough, and descriptive, became the foundation for many other
Classical scholars’ chronicles.44 Though his notations on the different cultural aspects of
each tribe may be exaggerated, Herodotus recorded information that created a rough
outline of Libyan lifestyle or way of life. First, Herodotus called the tribes (at least those
living on the coast) “pastoralists (νοµάδων, noma/dwn),” suggesting that their economy
was maintained through herding, hunting (the use of ostrich skins), and gathering (the
Lotophagi). He does not name specific cities that the Libyans inhabited, but instead he
records territories where they settled, using geographical markers. Additionally, he noted
that “The coast of Libya…between Egypt and Lake Tritonis is occupied by nomads
living on meat and milk…”45 Herodotus’ account, which included place names, can
therefore be used to create a rough map of where each tribe traveled (see Map 4).
41

Most likely the people in Tripolitania and Tunisia (Strassler, Landmark Herodotus,
354, map 4.175).
42

Herodotus, Book IV 185-191. This tribe of Libyans most likely lived too far from
Egypt to have come into contact with most of the Mediterranean world; the description that
follows, of “dog headed men, headless men with eyes in their breasts, wild men and wild
women,” probably describe great apes that lived in the jungle, and not tribes of Africans (Aubrey
de Sélincourt, transl., Herodotus: The Histories (London: Penguin Books, 2003), 655, n. 52).
43

Herodotus, Book IV.191.

44

While Herodotus provides inaccurate information, some of his descriptions and stories
may be due to misunderstandings and mistranslations. Additionally, modern explanation of the
term βάρβαρος (*ba/rbaros) is mostly pejorative; however, many Classical authors used the term
to distinguish Greeks from non-Greeks. For an overview of the term, see Lloyd, “Herodotus on
Egyptians and Libyans,” 216-218.
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Map 4: Map with tentative locations of provinces and Libyan tribes in the Classical
sources, and modern cities for orientation (After: Robert Strassler, ed. The Landmark
Herodotus: The Histories (New York: Pantheon Books, 2007), 354, 361).

Most other Classical scholars could not or did not add to the Herodotean account
of Libya. Because of this, very little other information exists about the country. Diodorus
Siculus added that three of the Libyan provinces were inhabited by four tribes: the
Nasamones in the South, the Auschisae in the West, the Marmaridae between Egypt and
the Cyrene (westernmost part of Libya), and the Macae in the Syrtis. The Nasamones
were farmers and the Auschisae were shepherds and nomads, but the Marmaridae were,
according to Diodorus, “barbarious nomads.”46 Strabo noted that one of the tribes was
called the “Maurasians,” or “Mauri,” and lived in the western part of Libya, in

45

Herodotus, Book IV, 186.

46

Diodorus Siculus, Book III, 49.1, 49.2-5.
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Mauritania.47 These people (though Strabo extends this to most Libyans), were nomadic,
braided their hair, wore gold, and cleaned their teeth and nails. The men rode their horses
bareback and were armed with javelins and daggers. Foot soldiers used elephant hide
shields and uniforms made from lion, bear, or leopard skins. Civilians wore tunics with
wide borders.48 Strabo also stated that the eastern tribes were mostly farmers who usually
had two harvests, a practice considered unusual by Greek standards. The eastern Libyan
men and women wore leggings and skins to protect themselves from the multitude of
wildlife living on the land. At night, the people rubbed their feet with garlic and slept tied
up in thorny brush in order to keep away the scorpions. The Gaetulians were the largest
tribe.49 Other tribes in the country included the Masaesylians, Nigrets, and Pharusians,
Masylians, Garamantes, Nasmones, Cyrenaeans, Psyllians, Marmaridae,50 Achaeai, Zygi,
and Heniochi.51 Strabo also discussed a Libyan tribe called the “Lotophagi” – the same
lotus eaters that Herodotus described in his account. The Libyans were renowned for their
horses and their fruit, and the Cyrenaeans especially for their juice.52
Pliny also used earlier accounts, including Herodotus and Strabo, when describing
Libyan tribes. After his detailed account of Libyan geography, he perfunctorily discussed
47

Strabo, Book XVII, Chapter 3.2. These are a West African tribe, not a Libyan tribe.
The most famous king of this tribe was Bogus (Ibid., 3.5). They lived near Cape Spartel.
48

Ibid., Book XVII, Chapter 3.7.

49

Ibid., Book XVII, Chapters 3.11, 3.7.
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Ibid., Book XVII, Chapters 3.6-3.9, 3.19-3.23. It is unclear whether the Nigrets and the
Pharusians are names that refer to Egypt and Nubia. The Garamantes, according to Strabo, is the
most nomadic of all. They raise their sheep on milk and meat and believe in polygamy.
51

Ibid., Book XVII, Chapter 3.24. These tribes are known to Strabo as pirates (Strabo,
Book XI.2.12) These groups may have been part of the Sea Peoples who settled across the
Mediterranean – their names follow those that have been found in other accounts.
52

Ibid., Book XVII, Chapter 3.21.
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the different tribes in the area - the Maurusii, the Massaesyli (though Pliny notes that at
the time of his account, the tribe was already extinct), Gaetulians, Baniurae, Autololes,
and the Vesuni.53 He also noted that the Libyphoenices lived on the coastline, the
Augylae lived near the Nubians, and the Lotophagi were then also known as the
Alachroae.54 The Asbystae and the Macae were also tribes that lived in the area. The
Amantes lived on little water and built their abodes out of salt blocks.55 Pliny also
reported on the Troglodytae, with whom the Greeks traded for precious stones. Finally,
he described the tribes in Libya who lived closest to Egypt: the Marmaridae, the
Adyrmachidae, and the Mareoto.56
Many of the Classical works become repetitive in their accounts of Libya, as they
recycled and reused older material. The names of the tribes were repeated in subsequent
works, and only their most exotic characteristics were mentioned. As a result, after
Herodotus’ accounts, little ethnographical information about the Libyan tribes is reliable.
As travel increased during the Roman Period, many texts were written about the different
Libyan tribes, due to interest based on the numerous skirmishes between the Romans and
the Libyans on the Northwest African coast.57 This interest continued during the Islamic
53

Pliny the Elder, Book 5.3.
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Ibid., 5.3-5.4.

55

Ibid., 5.5.
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Ibid., 5.5-5.6.
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John Rolfe, trans, Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum Gestarum (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1935-1940), xxviii, 6.1-14; Augustine Fitzgerald, trans, Synesius, Essays and
Hymns, Including the Address to the Emperor Arcadius and the Political Speeches (London:
1930); Henry B. Dewing, trans, Procopius, On Buildings (London: W. Heinemann, 1940), Book
VI; Henry B. Dewing, trans, Procopius, History of the Wars, Volume 2, Books 3-4: Vandalci War
(London: W. Heinemann, 1916), Book 3.14-36; George Shea, trans, The Iohannis or De Bellis
Libycis of Flavius Cresconius Corippus, Studies in Classics Volume 7 (Lewiston: The Edwin
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Period, when scholars such as Ibn Khaldun and Ibn Battuta traveled throughout the
Muslim world and reported on their interactions in cities with the local population.58
Unfortunately, it is impossible to trace the tribes they described in the 14th century CE to
those from the Classical accounts or to the tribes mentioned during the Pharaonic Period,
as there is no name continuity. The differences between names in the three different
periods may be due to scholars using individual family names versus overarching tribal
names.59
2.2 History Of Egypt And Libya
The earliest evidence of a written Libyan language dates to the Roman Period;
neither epigraphic nor textual documentation exists in Libya before this time. Lacking
written descriptions of daily life, early Libyan history is chronicled only in the
fragmentary archaeological and art historical records. Thus, little is known about Libyan
culture between the Neolithic and the Classical Periods (see Table 1). Most of the
historical information on Libya has been culled from ancient Egyptian, Biblical, and
Classical sources (3000-300 BCE), which often present a garbled and biased view of the
Libyan world. Biblical sources mention the country only in passing, while the Classical

Mellen Press, 1998). As there is so little information that exists on Late Bronze Age Libya, it is
important to collate all known accounts from both Egyptian and Classical sources in order to
assess background of the country and its inhabitants.
58

For example, see Ross Dunn, The Adventures of Ibn Battuta: A Muslim Traveler of the
14 Century (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2005), 38-39; Ibn Khaldun: The
Muqaddimah.
th

59

The cultures also evolved over time, so tracing cultural continuity of these tribes
between these periods is also challenging. For an overview of the Greco-Roman and Islamic
sources, as well as problems in determining ethnicity in Libya, see: Richard Smith, “What
Happened to the Ancient Libyans? Chasing Sources across the Sahara from Herodotus to Ibn
Khaldun,” Journal of World History 14, no. 4 (Dec. 2003), 459-500. For further explanation of
the discrepancy between the names from the Pharaonic Period to the Islamic Period, see: Bates,
Eastern Libyans, 46-51.
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documents, as noted above, are confused and misinformed. Ancient Egyptian sources, by
contrast, may be considered a basis for pre-Classical Libyan history, but due to a lack of
knowledge and minimal interaction with the Libyan tribes, they are just as confused as
the later Biblical and Classical sources.60

60

Robert Ritner, “Egypt and the Vanishing Libyan: Institutional Responses to a Nomadic
People,” in Nomads, Tribes, and the State in the Ancient Near East: Cross Disciplinary
Perspectives, ed. Jeffrey Szuchman, The Oriental Institute Seminars, Number 5 (Chicago: The
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2009), 46, 49. Ritner mentions that the Middle
Kingdom execration texts detail the names of Levantine and Nubian enemies, but that they are
reticent on Libyan foes, ascribing one general curse against all of the tribes. (Robert Ritner,
“Execration Texts,” in The Context of Scripture, Volume I: Canonical compositions from the
Biblical World, ed. William Hallo and K. Lawson Younger (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 52; Robert
Ritner, “Fragmentation and Reintegration in the Third Intermediate Period,” in The Libyan Period
in Egypt: Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st-24th Dynasties: Proceedings of a
Conference at Leiden University, 25-27th October 2007, ed. Gerard Broekman, Robert Demarée,
and Olaf Kaper (Leuven: Peeters, 2009), 328-329).
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Table 1: Chronological periods and dates in Libya and in Egypt (After: Ephraim Stern,
Ayelet Lewinson-Gilboa, and Joseph Aviram, eds. The New Encyclopedia of
Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land, Volume 5 (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration
Society, 2008), 2126-2127; Nicolas Grimal, A History of Ancient Egypt, Transl. Ian Shaw
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), 389-395).
Dates (BCE)
ca. 3600-3000

Libya
Early Bronze Age I A-B

Egyptian
Nagada II-III – Djet (Dynasty 1)

ca. 3000-2750

Early Bronze Age II

Den (Dynasty 1) – Dynasty 2

ca. 2750-2300

Early Bronze Age III

Dynasties 3-6

ca. 2300-2000

Early Bronze Age IV (MB I)

First Intermediate Period:
Dynasties 7-10

ca. 2000-1800/1750

Middle Bronze Age I (IIA)

Dynasties 11-12

ca. 1800/1750-1550

Middle Bronze Age II (IIB-C)

Second Intermediate Period:
Dynasties 13-17

ca. 1550-1400

Late Bronze Age I A-B

Ahmose – Amenhotep II
(Dynasty 18)

ca. 1400-1300

Late Bronze Age II A

Thutmosis IV – Horemheb
(Dynasty 18)

ca. 1300-1200

Late Bronze Age II B

Rameses I – Merneptah
(Dynasty 19)

ca. 1200- 1150

Iron Age I A

Amenmesse – Tawosret
(end of Dynasty 19)

ca. 1150-1000

Iron Age I B

Dynasty 20 – Psusennes I
(Dynasty 21)

ca. 1000-900

Iron Age II A

Amenemope – Osorkon I
(Dynasty 21 – Dynasty 22)

ca. 900-700

Iron Age II B

Osorkon I – Dynasty 22

ca. 700-586

Iron Age II C

Dynasties 24-26
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Archaeological evidence in Libya is scarce, due to the tumultuous sociopolitical
and economic upheaval in Libya’s recent past and the numerous building projects
undertaken on the North African coastline.61 These events have either destroyed or made
inaccessible much of the archaeological record. This lack of data is further complicated
as it appears that Libyan material culture seemingly evolved little over time and looks
similar from the Neolithic through the Classical Periods. Therefore, artifacts cannot be
securely dated unless found in conjunction with dateable materials from other cultures or
tested in a lab.62
Excavations throughout the country have unearthed scant Late Bronze Age
material, while surface surveys have collected only Prehistoric and Greco-Roman finds.63

61

White, “Multum in Parvo," Bates’s Island on the NW Coast of Egypt,” in
ΠΛΟΕΣ…Sea Routes…: Interconnections in the Mediterranean 16th-6th c. BC: Proceedings of the
International Symposium held at Rethymnon, Crete, September 29th-October 2nd 2002, ed
Nicholas Chr. Stampolidis and Vassos Karageorghis. (Athens: University of Crete and A.G.
Leventis Foundation, 2003);” Donald White, “Marsa Matruh: The Resurfacing of Ancient
Paraetonium and its Ongoing Reburial,” in Archaeological Research in Roman Egypt: The
proceedings of the Seventeenth Classical Colloquium of the Department of Greek and Roman
Antiquities, British Museum, held on 1-4 December, 1993, ed David M. Bailey, Journal of Roman
Archaeology, Supplementary Series Number 19 (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan, 1996):
61. The Italian occupation of Libya focused on finding archaeological evidence of the Roman
Empire in Libya, rebuilding the Roman Empire in the country, and maintaining a façade of
Roman imperialism in Africa (See: Mia Fuller, “Building Power: Italy’s Colonial Architecture
and Urbanism, 1923-1940.” Cultural Anthropology 3, no. 4 (1998): 455-487; Massimiliano
Munzi, “Italian Archaeology in Libya: From Colonial Romanità to Decolonization of the Past, in
Archaeology Under Dictatorship, ed Michael Galaty and Charles Watkinson (New York:
Springer, 2006), 73-107; Stefan Altekamp, “Italian Colonial archaeology in Libya 1912-1942,” in
Archaeology Under Dictatorship, ed Michael Galaty and Charles Watkinson (New York:
Springer, 2006), 55-71).
62

Though radiocarbon dating is possible, it has not been widely applied in Libyan studies

as of now.
63

Donald White and Arthur White, “Coastal Sites of Northeast Africa: the Case against
Bronze Age Ports.” Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt 33 (1996): 11-30. The
authors conducted a survey of the Northeast African coastline, and with the exception of Mersa
Matruh and Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham, did not find any evidence of Bronze Age settlement in
Libya. They also noted that much of the coastline is too rocky for good ports. Later, Linda Hulin
surveyed another section of the North Africa coastline. She found forty-five sites (both
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Identifiable Libyan culture began in the Neolithic, distinguished by rock art and
microlithic technology.64 Although lithic scatters were collected at most of the surveyed
sites, it is impossible to determine the number of different tribes (let alone any cultural
difference between them) based solely on lithic evidence.65 Lithic forms remained static

settlements and campsites), but only one dated to the Iron Age (WMCS13 + WMCS35 – alQirya). She did, however, caution that these dates are based on superficial collection at the sites,
and there may be Bronze Age or Iron Age material under some of the later sites if they were
properly excavated (Linda Hulin, “Western Marmarica Coastal Survey 2008.” Libyan Studies 39
(2008): 299-314). Hulin’s later survey efforts have found settlements dating to only the
Prehistoric or Greco-Roman Period and nothing in between (only two sherds dating to the Late
Bronze Age were found during the 2009 survey around Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham) (Linda Hulin,
“Pragmatic Technology and the Libyan Bronze Age.” Journal of Ancient Egyptian
Interconnections 4, no .4 (2012): 14-17; Linda Hulin, Jane Timby, and Giuseppina Mutri, “The
Western Marmarica Coastal Survey 2009: Preliminary Report.” Libyan Studies 40 (2009): 179187; Linda Hulin, Jane Timby, Ahmed Muftah, and Giuseppina Murti, “Western Marmarica
Coastal Survey 2010: Preliminary Report.” Libyan Studies 41 (2010): 155-162). However,
Bernard Knapp states that perhaps rising sea levels and erosion have eradicated evidence of
Libyan Bronze Age settlements (Bernard Knapp, “The Thera Frescoes and the Question of
Aegean Contact with Libya during the Late Bronze Age.” Journal of Mediterranean
Anthropology and Archaeology 1 (1981): 263-267). Donald White (“The Third Season at Marsa
Matruh, the Site of a Late Bronze Age Trading Station on the Northwest Coast of Egypt.”
American Journal of Archaeology 94 (1990): 330), posits that the sea level may have been 1.3 m
higher than today, which may account for missing evidence of sites; however, it is unlikely that
no evidence would have been preserved.
64

Fabrizio Mori, The Great Civilisations of the Ancient Sahara: Neolithisation and the
earliest evidence of Anthropomorphic Religions (Roma: L’Erma di Bretschneider, 1998), 31, 49,
183, dates the art to the Neolithic based on radiocarbon dating from caves where artwork is
found. He does, however, note that the dates are tentative, and more work is being done to create
a finalized chronology. Scant ceramic material has been found; unfortunately, as of now there has
been no study formalizing the description and typology of Neolithic pottery. Mattingly,
Archaeology of Fazzan, 283-285.
65

For more information, see: Graeme Barker, “ULVS XVI: Prehistoric Rock Carvings in
the Tripolitanian pre-desert.” Libyan Studies 17 (1986): 69-86; Graeme Barker, “From
Classification to Interpretation: Libyan Prehistory, 1969-1989.” Libyan Studies 20 (1989): 31-43;
Tertia F. Barnett, “Patterns on the rocks: report on recent work to survey rock art sites in the
Wadi al-Hayat, Fezzan.” Libyan studies 36 (2005): 121-134; Vanni Beltrami, “Population of
Cyrenaica and Eastern Sahara before the Greek Period.” in Cyrenaica in Antiquity, ed. Graeme
Barker, John Lloyd, and Joyce Reynolds, BAR International Series 236 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1985), 135-143; Robert Bewley, “The Prehistoric Evidence; Lithic Report
(Libyan Valley Survey, 1980).” Libyan Studies 12 (1981): 16-22; Mattingly, Archaeology of
Fazzan, 279-326; Charles McBurney, “Libya Before the Greeks.” Libyan Studies 2 (1971): 1925; Fadel Alo Mohamed, “Appendix on Prehistoric Rock Carvings at Kharsah.” Libyan Studies
25 (1994): 40-44; Fabrizio Mori, Tadrart Acacus: Arte Rupestre e Culture del Sahara Preistorico
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until the Greco-Roman Period, when lithics, ceramics, and other elements of Libyan
material culture changed due to interactions with the Greeks and Romans, and the
adoption of aspects of Greco-Roman culture. As a result, during the Neolithic, only the
rock art provides a visual (and fairly homogeneous) portrait of how the early Libyans
viewed their culture, sustenance, and costume (see Figure 1).

(Torino: G. Einaudi, 1965). Ceramics join the archaeological assemblage in the Neolithic during
the Libyco-Capsian Tradtion (ca. 5,000-2,700 BCE) and are mostly burnished. Two were slipped
(though McBurney states “wet slurry” instead of true slip), and decoration consisted of
puncturing. One vessel has a rudimentary lug. The sherds found dating to the Neolithic were
either large bowls or wide-mouthed jars (Charles McBurney, The Hawa Fteah (Cyrenaica) and
the Stone Age of the South-East Mediterranean (Cambridge: University Press, 1967), 293-294,
327-328).
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Figure 1: Neolithic rock art scenes from Tadrart Acacus. a) Wadi Teshuinat; b) Wadi
Kessan (a branch off of Wadi Teshuinat); c) Wadi Ekki (From: Fabrizio Mori, Tadrart
Acacus: Arte Rupestre e Culture del Sahara Preistorico (Italy: Giulio Einaudi, 1965),
136, 125, 112).
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Egyptian evidence from the Predynastic Period (ca. 4500-3150 BCE) depicts the
outsider’s understanding of Libyan customs and lifestyle.66 The earliest attestation of
Egyptian awareness of Libyans, specifically the tribal group Tehenu, can be found on the
Libyan Palette, dated to Nagada III (ca. 3200-3150 BCE).67 During the Old Kingdom (ca.
3150-2190 BCE) and First Intermediate Period (ca. 2200-2040 BCE), Egyptians
differentiated the Tehenu from another tribal group, the Temehu, based on costume and
the name, and noted that both tribes occupied land west of the Nile.68 Egyptian references

66

This is also the first attestation of the term Tehenu as one of the names for Libya.
Steven Snape, “The Emergence of Libya on the Horizon of Egypt,” in Mysterious Lands, ed.
David O’Connor and Stephen Quirke, Encounters with Ancient Egypt (California: Left Coast
Press, 2011), 97-98.
67

This artifact, also called the City Palette (Cairo Museum, C.G. 14238), is only partially
preserved. On one side, seven walled enclosures are depicted, with animal avatars of the king
attempting to break through the city walls. On the other side, four registers display sheep,
donkeys, cattle, and eight trees with a throw-stick hieroglyph. While it is possible that the
hieroglyph reads 33mw (Asiatic peoples), it is more likely, based on the amount of herding
animals depicted, that the palette refers to areas west of Egypt. Christiana Köhler, “History or
Ideology? New Reflections on the Narmer Palette and the Nature of Foreign Relations in Pre- and
Early Dynastic Egypt,” in Egypt and the Levant. Interrelations from the 4th through the Early 3rd
Millennium B.C.E., ed. Edwin C.M. van den Brink and Thomas E. Levy (London: Leicester
University Press, 2002) 499-513; Anthony Spalinger, “Some notes on the Libyans of the Old
Kingdom and Later Historical Reflexes.” The Journal of the Society for the Study of Egyptian
Antiquities 9 (1979): 126. Additionally, Hope, after Gardiner, posits that the name may be
associated with the trees because the Tehenu used the fruits from a similar tree to make oil and to
trade with the Egyptians, which also orients this palette to the west of Egypt (Colin Hope, “Egypt
and ‘Libya’ to the End of the Old Kingdom: A View from the Dakhleh Oasis,” in The
Archaeology and Art of Ancient Egypt: Essays in Honor of David B. O’Connor, Volume I, ed
Zahi Hawass and Janet Richards, Annales du Service des Antiquités de l’Égypte, Cahier no. 36
(Le Caire: Conseil Supréme des Antiquités de l’Égypte, 2007), 400; Alan Gardiner, Ancient
Egyptian Onomastica: Text, Volume I (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1947), 117); John
Baines, “Early Definitions of the Egyptian World and its Surroundings,” in Culture Through
Objects: Ancient Near Eastern Studies in Honor of P.R.S. Moorey, ed. Timothy Potts, Michael
Roaf, and Diana Stein (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 31-2). For an overview of all art
historical representations of the Tehenu during the Old Kingdom, please see: Hope, “Egypt and
‘Libya,’” 400-402.
68

Unfortunately, no further geological or geographical specifics for either tribe were
noted in the Egyptian texts; therefore, pinpointing their territories is impossible. For more
information on and representation of both tribal groups, see Chapter 3.1.1, The Tehenu and
Temhu.
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to and representations of the Tehenu and Temehu dwindled during the Middle Kingdom
(ca. 2040-1674 BCE) and Second Intermediate Period (ca. 1674-1553 BCE), and the
differences between the two tribal groups became confused or the tribes changed/merged.
Aside from the earlier artistic and textual delineation by dress and name, it is unclear
what distinguished these two groups. It is possible that the term Tehenu evolved into a
name which designated a more general geographical location such as “west” or
“westerner,” while Temehu denoted a specific tribe or family.69
The New Kingdom (ca. 1552-1100 BCE) began a growing Egyptian awareness of
and interaction with the various Libyan tribes.70 Contrary to usual practice, the Amarna
reliefs in the 18th Dynasty (ca. 1348-1338 BCE) usually characterized Libyans as trading
partners instead of stereotypical enemies (see Figure 2).71 During the succeeding
Ramesside Period (Late New Kingdom, 19th-20th Dynasties, ca. 1294-1100 BCE), the
relationship between the Egyptians and the Tehenu and Temehu was replaced with the
arrival of two new tribes: the Labu (Rbw) and the Meshwesh (Mšwš, M3šwš, and later,
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Spalinger, “Some Notes on the Libyans of the Old Kingdom,” 137. Also, see William
Hölscher, Libyer und Ägypter: Beiträge zur Ethnologie und Geschichte Libyscher Völkerschaften
nach den Altägyptischen Quellen. Ägyptologische Forschungen, Heft 4, (Glückstadt, Verlag J.J.
Augustin, 1955), 22-23. For example, in The Story of Sinuhe, Sinhue goes to Tmh and brings
back Tehenu captives. Kenneth Kitchen, “The Arrival of the Libyans in Late New Kingdom
Egypt,” in Libya and Egypt, c 1300-750 BC, ed. Anthony Leahy (London: School of Oriental and
African Studies, 1990) 18.
70

White, “Before the Greeks Came,” 31.
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David O’Connor, “Egyptians and Libyans in the New Kingdom: An Interpretation.”
Expedition 29, no. 3 (Winter 1987): 36-7. O’Connor notes that during Akhenaten’s reign, Libyans
were depicted with other trading partners (such as people from Punt) rather than with the
subjugated people of Nubia and the Levant. Additionally, scenes from tombs at Amarna depict
the Libyans as bringing gifts peacefully – they are not portrayed as slaves, but rather as peaceful
emissaries (Norman de Garis Davies, The Rock Tombs of El Amarna: Part II – The Tombs of
Panehesy and Meryra II (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1905), 40-41, Plates 37, 40).
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M3).72 It is unclear whether the movement of these new tribes and their interactions with
the Egyptian state are linked to the rise of aggression between the Egyptians and Libyans
during the later New Kingdom. Seti I (ca. 1294-1279 BCE) fought three battles against a
group he defined as Tehenu, though comparison of his reliefs from the Hypostyle Hall at
Karnak to those from Medinet Habu depicts the tribe as Meshwesh. The first two battles
seemed to have occurred consecutively, while another conflict followed later in his reign,
though no regnal years are provided on the reliefs.73

72

According to the Egyptian sources, the Labu and the Meshwesh either captured or
killed the Tehenu and the Temehu (Merneptah, Great Karnak Inscription, line 13: “‘ The
wretched, fallen Chief of Libya, Meryey, son of Did, has fallen upon the country of Tehenu…;”
Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions IV, 3.15-16). Even though the earlier terminology had become
anachronistic, the names of the Tehenu and Temehu were still occasionally recorded. See:
Spalinger, “Some Notes on the Libyans of the Old Kingdom,” 140 for a full review. The Labu
were first noted during the reign of Ramesses II; the Meshwesh were first recorded as employees
during the reign of Amenhotep III (William Hayes, “Inscriptions from the Palace of Amenhotep
III.” Journal of Near Eastern Studies 10 no. 2 (Apr. 1951): 82, 91). Their cattle were also well
known in Egypt, signifying that the Meshwesh and the Egyptians were well acquainted (Kitchen,
“The Arrival of the Libyans,” 16). Haring notes that papyri from Thebes use the proper terms of
“Labu” and “Meshwesh” while the large scenes on the walls at Medinet Habu still use both the
newer tribal names and the archaic terms (Ben Haring, “Libyans in the Theban Region, 20th
Dynasty,” in Sesto Congresso Internazionale di Egittologia, Vol II, ed. Jean Leclant (Turin:
International Association of Egyptologists, 1993), 163). For more information on similarities or
confusion between the Meshwesh and the Tehenu, please see Chapter 3.1.2, “The Meshwesh.”
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The similarity in the depiction of the tribes may be due to stylistic copying. There is no
known reason why the Egyptians copied certain conventions. David O’Connor, “New Kingdom
and Third Intermediate Period, 1552-664 BC,” in Ancient Egypt: A Social History, ed. Bruce
Trigger (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 272. O’Connor notes the inconsistency
between the portrayal of the Libyan group and the text. Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her
Neighbours, 28; Kitchen, “The Arrival of the Libyans,” 16. For a discussion of possible regnal
dates based on the few accompanying texts, see: Anthony Spalinger, “The Northern Wars of Seti
I: An Integrative Study.” Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt 16 (1979), 29-47.
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Figure 2: Libyans presenting tribute (ostrich eggs and feathers) to Akhenaten. (From:
Norman de Garis Davies, The Rock Tombs of El Amarna: Part II – The Tombs of
Panehesy and Meryra II (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1905), Plate 37).

While Egypt’s “Empire Period” is usually associated with the annexation and
control of Nubia and the Levant, Egypt also created and maintained colonies and
garrisons in Libya at the beginning of the 19th Dynasty.74 There is evidence that Seti I’s
successor, Ramesses II, built a string of fortresses along the western coast beginning at
Rakote and ending along the northwest coastline in Libyan Marmarica.75 These forts
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Steven Snape, “New Perspectives on Distant Horizons: Aspects of Egyptian Imperial
administration in Marmarica in the Late Bronze Age.” Libyan Studies 34 (2003): 1-2. Textual
evidence states that there were several fortresses in the area; Snape posits that they may have
been built in a design similar to the “Ways of Horus” forts in the North Sinai. Alan Rowe states
that the forts were built in Rakotis (Alexandria), Marea, which was south of Lake Mareotis, ElGharbaniyat, El-Bradan, a site “111 km west of Rakotis,” El-Alamein, and then Zawiyet Umm
El-Rakham (Alan Rowe, A History of Ancient Cyrenaica: New Light of Aegypto-Cyrenaean
Relations: Two Ptolemaic Statues found in Tolmeita, Supplément aux Annales du Service des
Antiquités de L’Égypte, Cahier no. 12 (Le Caire: Institut Français d'archéologie Orientale, 1948),
4; Steven Snape, “Egypt’s Northwestern Defences, abstract” Seventh International Congress of
Egyptologists, Cambridge, 3-9 September 1995; Abstracts of Papers, ed. Christopher Eyre
(Oxford: Oxbow Books, 1995) 171).
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Habachi collected the scant material that has been discovered of these fortresses, both
from early travelers’ accounts and drawings as well as through his own visits to the site (Labib
Habachi, “The Military Posts of Ramesses II on the Coastal Road and the Western Part of the
Delta.” Bulletin de L’Institut Français D’Archéologie Orientale 80 (1980): 27-29); the placement
of fortresses would be about a two- to three-day journey from one end to the other (Franco
Cimmino, “La Politica di Ramesse II a potenziamento del Delta,” in Sesto Congresso
Internazionale di Egittologia, atti I, ed. Jean Leclant (Turin: International Association of
Egyptologists, 1992), 110). Additionally, Habachi posits that the remains found at Tod and ElAlamein are about fifty kilometers apart and hypothesizes that there were other fortresses built
from Rakote (Alexandria) to Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham.
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were created for three main purposes: to keep large groups of Libyans from migrating
into the area; to increase/promote trade between the Egyptians and the Aegean
(specifically Cyprus and Crete); and to control the water sources in the area.76 The
colonies/fortresses were self-sufficient, but they may have incorporated aspects of
different Mediterranean cultures into daily life. Foreign influence and trade at these
outposts is evidenced by discoveries of Levantine, Cypriote, and Aegean ceramics.77
Only two of Ramesses II’s forts have so far been located: El-Alamein and Zawiyet Umm
El-Rakham.78 Though the textual evidence from Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham and El-
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Steven Snape, “Walls, Wells and Wandering Merchants: Egyptian Control of
Marmarica in the Late Bronze Age,” in Proceedings of the Seventh International Congress of
Egyptologists: Cambridge, 3-9 September 1995, ed. Christopher J. Eyre (Leuven: Peeters, 1998),
1081-1084; Snape, “The Emergence of Libya,” 102-103; Simpson, “Evidence for a Late Bronze
Age Libyan Presence,” 15; O’Connor, “Egyptians and Libyans in the New Kingdom,” 37. For a
parallel with a garrison in the Eastern Levant dealing with similar problems with the Shasu, see:
Hans Goedicke, “Papyrus Anastasi VI 51-61.” Studien zur Altagyptischen Kultur 14 (1987): 8398. Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham’s location is due to Mediterranean sea currents and easy sailing.
Sir Arthur Evans, “Early Nilotic, Libyan, and Egyptian Relations with Minoan Crete.” The
Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland 55 (Jul-Dec 1925):
208; Michael G. Fulford, “To East and West: the Mediterranean Trade of Cyrenaica and
Tripolitania in Antiquity.” Libyan Studies 20 (1989): 169-172, concurs that summer trips from the
Aegean to the North African coastline would have been easy; however, currents along the coast
would have made sailing impossible. Therefore, early mariners may have sailed from Libya to
Egypt, stopping at the forts between the two countries before sailing further out to sea.
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Snape, “New Perspectives,” 4-5. John Little mentions harbors that are Greco-Roman,
with no evidence of earlier settlement or trade (“Harbours and Settlements in Cyrenaica.” Libyan
Studies 9 (1977-1978): 43-45). Geraint Jones and John Little, “Coastal Settlement in Cyrenaica.”
Journal of Roma Studies 61 (1971): 64-79. Jones and Little add that most of the coastal
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natural coastline. White and White (“Coastal Sites of Northeast Africa,” 11-30) also note that
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occupation – west of Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham (28-29).
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Judge Brinton, “Some Recent Discoveries at el-Alamein.” Bulletin de la Société Royale
d’archéologie d’Alexandrie XI, no. 35 (1942): 78; Steven Snape, “The Excavations of the
Liverpool University Mission to Zawiyet Umm el-Rakham 1994-2001.” Annales du Service des
Antiquités de l'Égypte 78 (2004): 149. For more information on El-Alamein and Zawiyet Umm
El-Rakham, please see Appendix A.
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Alamein describes Libyan habitation along the Egyptian border, contemporaneous
material evidence in Libya has not yet been excavated.79
The relationship between the two cultures, which may have begun amicably,
deteriorated as Egypt continued to control Libyan water, land use, and migration into
Egypt.80 This problem may have also been exacerbated by a changing climate, famine,
and the migration of the Sea Peoples into the eastern Mediterranean and along the North
African coastline.81 Evidence suggests that due to the drought, hostilities with Libyan
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A block from El-Alamein states, “he captured the Libyans in the moment of his full
power” (Judge J. Brinton and Alan Rowe, “Addendum to Article on El-Alamein Discoveries.”
Bulletin de la Société Royale d’Archéologie d’Alexandrie XI, no. 35 (1942): 163; Habachi,
“Military Posts of Ramesses II,” 20). Scenes from the fortress at Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham also
show the Pharaoh trampling Libyan enemies (Habachi, “Military Posts of Ramesses II,” 18-19).
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and Libyan artifacts, see Chapter 3.
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Snape, “New Perspectives,” 6. Snape notes that a text from Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham
states “the wells which are within them,” which may allude to Egyptian control over Libyan
watering sites.
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Kenneth Kitchen, “Les Suites des Guerres Libyennes de Ramses III,” Revue
d’Egyptologie 36 (1985): 178-179; Kitchen, “The Arrival of the Libyans,” 20; The Great Karnak
Inscription of Merneptah, lines 19-23 (Kenneth Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions, Historical and
Biographical IV (Oxford: Blackwell Ltd, 1982), 4.9-5.2); O’Connor, “Nature of Tjemhu,” 91, 95,
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nomadic pastoralism; Steven Snape, “Egypt’s North Western Defences, abstract,” 170. It is also
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Mediterranean trade network. Much of the reasoning for these Late Bronze Age demographic
shifts in the eastern Mediterranean was previously based on textual evidence from the Amarna
Letters and the Great Karnak Inscription, which describes how various Levantine cities ran out of
grain (EA #125, Great Karnak Inscription, line 24). However, conclusive paleoclimatological
evidence from the Cypriot and Syrian coastlines and the Sea of Galilee prove that the mass
demographic shift begun by the Sea Peoples was caused by a drought in the Mediterranean. This
three hundred year deficiency in the area reached a peak during the end of the Late Bronze Age
(1250 BCE-1100 BCE) led to a loss of arable land and therefore famine, which put pressure on
groups such as the Sea Peoples to search for a more favorable area, including the Marmarican and
Cyrenaican coastline (David Kaniewski et al., “Environmental Roots of the Late Bronze Age
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tribes reached its peak during Merneptah’s reign (ca. 1212-1202 BCE).82 Mobile
populations like the Libyans may have found the idea of settling attractive, not only as a
means to support their herds and families, but also to connect with other members both
within and outside of their clans as evidenced in more recent ethnographic research.83
The aforementioned issues – climate change, famine, demographic shifts, and increased
hostilities – may have led to a loosely organized Libyan alliance. The Meshwesh and the
Labu, along with smaller tribes, began to move into Egypt, a country known in the
ancient Mediterranean for its abundance. At times, they formed an alliance with the
invading Sea Peoples, who were also attempting to settle in Egypt.84
The Libyans and the Sea Peoples were well-acquainted. In the reliefs/scenes and
inscriptions at Medinet Habu, the Meshwesh were depicted using Aegean swords and the
Crisis,” PLOS One 8, no. 8 (August 14, 2013): 1-10,
http://www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0071004 (accessed
August 15, 2013); Dafna Langgut, Israel Finkelstein, and Thomas Litt, “Climate and the Late
Bronze Collapse: New Evidence from the Southern Levant,” Tel Aviv 40, no. 2 (October 2013):
149-175).
82

The Great Karnak Inscription of Merneptah states, “They have penetrated into the
territory of Egypt, and months, dwelling [in the land and the …abode]s…They spend all day
roaming the land, fighting to fill their stomach daily; they come to the land of Egypt to seek out
the necessities (of life) for their mouth(s)” (lines 19-23). This may allude to Libyans raiding
villages to procure supplies (Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions IV, 4.9-5.2).
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Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 83, noted that modern nomadic women in Libya
encouraged their husbands to settle permanently or seasonally, as women enjoyed a better social
life when settled.
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Seth Richardson, “Libya Domestica: Libyan Trade and Society on the Eve of the
Invasions of Egypt.” Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt 36 (1999): p. 161; Snape,
“The Emergence of Libya,” 98; O’Connor, “Egyptians and Libyans in the New Kingdom,” 37,
postulates that the Libyans created a semi-nomadic state and a wealthy elite at this time, though
there is no textual or material evidence to support this idea. He adds that the Meshwesh and Libu
were probably larger groups or had larger settlements located in Cyrenaica than the Tehenu and
Temehu, though this has not yet been proven; Abou-Zeid, “Sedentarization of Nomads,” 553,
notes that in more recent times, crop failure may drive Libyan tribes or clans to search for land
and work in the Nile Delta (Great Karnak Inscription, 19-23; Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions IV,
4.9-5.2).
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mano cornuto, a Greek hand sign used to deflect the evil eye, during their battles with the
Egyptians.85 Additionally, Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery were found at Mersa Matruh,
as well as evidence of metalworking tools such as crucibles.86 The Libyans may have
hired the Shekelesh as mercenaries to help them attack Egypt, as the Shekelesh were
known to have served as Egyptian mercenaries during battles and would have had
knowledge of the Egyptian military.87 Together, these groups began to converge on the
Egyptians.
Merneptah commemorated his victory over the Libyans, which occurred during
Year five of his reign, and specifically mentioned Meriye, son of Did, “Chief of the
Labu,” the Meshwesh, and another group, the Kehek. These three groups invaded and
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Gerald A. Wainwright, “The Meshwesh.” The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 48
(1962): 97. Wainwright notes that the mano cornuto (“the horned hand”) is pictured on Seti I’s
reliefs (Walter Wreszinski, Atlas zur Altägyptischen Kulturgeschichte 2 (Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1935), Pl. 53a, Abb. I), Ramesses II’s reliefs (Ibid., Pl. 184), and Ramesses III’s reliefs, and was
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Ramesses III, see: Edgerton and Wilson, Medinet Habu II, plate 72, upper right hand corner.
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likely bowl shaped – which is not similar to crucibles from Egypt or Cyprus at this time
(Simpson, “Evidence for a Late Bronze Age Libyan Presence,” 60-61; Donald White, “Late
Bronze Age Implements and other Miscellaneous Objects,” in Marsa Matruh II: The Objects, ed.
Donald White, Prehistory Monographs 2 (Philadelphia: The Institute for Aegean Prehistory
Academic Press, 2002), 50-51, Pl. 10).
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William Flinders Petrie, Tanis II (London: Trubner, 1888), pl. II, no. 78 left, 11;
Wainwright, “The Meshwesh.” 93; Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions IV, 2.1-2 mentions a Libu
Chief Mery, son of Did. Eric Cline and David O’Connor, “The Mystery of the ‘Sea Peoples.’” in
Mysterious Lands, ed. David O’Connor and Stephen Quirke, Encounters with Ancient Egypt
(California: Left Coast Press, Inc., 2011), 118. The Sea Peoples were not unknown in Egypt at
that time; a text from the reign of Ramesses II noted that he fought a naval battle with the
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attacked the Tehenu land and the Oases before raiding the Western Delta.88 Merneptah
managed to thwart the marauders and strip Meriye of his title, which was given to the
chief’s brother.89 While Merneptah stated that he followed Meriye to his village, the
Egyptians rarely traveled further west into the desert than Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham.
Consequently, they did not have knowledge of, conquer, or capture any Libyan
settlements.90
Altercations continued between Ramesses III (ca. 1186-1154 BCE) and the Labu,
the Meshwesh, and the Seped. Textual evidence from Medinet Habu describes a mass
migration of Libyan tribes into Egypt; women and herds traveled with the warriors,
suggesting that the Libyans were attempting to settle in Egypt (see Figure 3).91 Again, it
is uncertain whether this was due to lack of food or population displacement by the Sea
Peoples.92 The Year five invasion was led by a coalition of Labu chieftains: Did,
Meshken, Meriye, Wermer and Tetmer.93 Subsequently, the Year eleven invasion, also
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O’Connor, “New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period,” 274. O’Connor notes that
at this time, the Tehenu land may have been a peaceful buffer zone between the Egyptians and the
Libyans.
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O’Connor, “Nature of Tjemhu,” 75. O’Connor mentions a plot by Ramesses III to put
a Chief of the Meshwesh in control over the Labu; the result was mass rebellion. Additionally, it
is still unclear as to whether any Libyan settlements existed in Marmarica (For the text, see:
Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions V, 23.2-23.5; Edgerton and Wilson, Medinet Habu I, Pl. 27-28).
91

Ramesses II also mentions that the Meshwesh captured the Tehenu and made them
slaves (William Hölscher, Libyer und Ägypter: Beiträge zur Ethnologie und Geschichte
Libyscher Völkerschaften nach den Altägyptischen Quellen, Ägyptologische Forschungen, Heft 4
(Glückstadt, Verlag J.J. Augustin, 1955), 59-66; Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions V, 23.11-23.14;
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II (Cairo: Imprimerie de l’Institut français d’archéologie orientale du Caire, 1994), Pls. 76-77).
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with intent to settle in Egypt, was led by the Meshwesh, who had formed a coalition with
the Labu, the Isbetu, the Keykeshu, the Shitepu, the Hesu, and the Bekenu. The Chief in
charge was Mashesher, son of Kaper.94 Ramesses III won the battle; imprisoned soldiers,
women, and children; and executed Mashesher and his son.95 The captured Libyans were
settled in fortresses in Lower and Middle Egypt, thus founding Libyan centers in these
areas.96 Other than Libyan tribal and clan names, Egyptian sources are silent about the
identity and the origin of the tribes listed above who were attempting to invade Egypt.
Therefore, it is unclear from where in Libya the Late New Kingdom Libyan tribes
migrated as well as their cultural similarities.97

93
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de l’Ouest, et leurs Rapports avec le Delta,” Proceedings of the Seventh International Congress of
Egyptologists, Cambridge, 3-9 September 1995, ed Christopher J. Eyre (Leuven: Peeters, 1998),
1197-1203; Kitchen, “The Arrival of the Libyans,” 21. Haring also mentions that Libyans not
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Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st-24th Dynasties: Proceedings of a Conference at
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Figure 3: Libyan solider being comforted by his wife and child during battle. (From: The
Epigraphic Survey, Medinet Habu I: Earlier Historical Records of Ramses III, The
University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publications Volume VIII, ed James Henry
Breasted (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1930), Plate 18, Lower left corner –
exterior north wall, second scene from west end).
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Little information on the interactions between the Egyptians and Libyans after
Ramesses III’s battles exists; however, throughout the Late 20th Dynasty, and most likely
continuing through the 21st Dynasty, the Meshwesh were migrating past the western
borders into Egypt, specifically into the south.98 By the Late New Kingdom, other Libyan
tribes, such as the Labu, were traveling throughout Egypt.99 Because of the lack of
pictorial accompaniment with these brief transactions, it is unclear what these two Libyan
tribes looked like, but from these texts, it is inferable that the Thebans were able to
distinguish between the Meshwesh and the Labu by the Late New Kingdom.
The increasing interaction with the different tribes as well as the Libyan attacks
during Ramesses III’s reign altered later Egyptian perspectives of their western
neighbors. Egyptian texts describe the people as fearful of the “dangerous Libyans” who
were traveling around the area.100 Furthermore, necropolis journals from Thebes during
the reign of Ramesses IX mention that work stopped due to the H3styu, both Meshwesh
and Labu, but there is no record of conflicts, fighting, or plundering; the Libyan groups
98
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stopped due to the Libyans “descending” into the area. The texts do not mention what happened
at that point, though no hostilities were mentioned in the texts. They also do not describe what the
Meshwesh were doing in Egypt – which was possibly no more than tending their flocks or trading
with various groups.
99
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Ben Haring, “Libyans in the Late Twentieth Dynasty,” in Village Voices: Proceedings
of the Symposium “Texts from Deir el-Medina and their Interpretation: Leiden, May 31-June 1,
1991, ed. Robert Demareé and Arno Egberts (Leiden: Centre of Non-Western Studies, Leiden
University, 1992), 77. Haring notes an unprovenanced letter, with no date (though Maspero,
Haring, and Černý date the letter to the Late New Kingdom), that orders a police commander to
take a troop of officers from Behbeit el-Hagara in the Delta and to travel south. He notes that they
must “be aware of the route of the Meshwesh, very well, very well!” Haring believes that this
letter denotes agitation against the Meshwesh; Karl Jansen-Winkeln, “Der Beginn der Libyschen
Herrschaft in Ägypten.” Biblische Notizen 71 (1994), 86. Jansen-Winkeln notes that during Year
twenty-eight of Ramses III’s reign, the Theban necropolis was warned that the “enemy” was
approaching.
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were there, but seemingly only trading with the Egyptians at Deir El-Medina.101 The
people in the towns seem to have been more fearful from their lack of understanding and
suspicion of the transient Libyans than from actual hostile interactions.102
At the same time, the relocated Libyans were either hired as mercenaries in the
Egyptian army or assisted in the temples as laborers. Land grants given by the pharaohs
to those in the military helped the Libyan tribes gain power and prestige in Lower Egypt,
and facilitated their rise in Egyptian society.103 As families left their resettled cities to
participate in and undertake various careers and positions in the military and civil
administration of Egypt, the resettled cities were most likely replenished with an influx of
migratory Libyans.104 Eventually, the settled groups rose in Egyptian society by working
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Egypt and had settled in the Western Delta (Grandet, Papyrus Harris I, Pl. 76-77).
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in the royal court and acquiring high status Egyptian titles for their positions.105 After the
commander-in-chief of the army and the chief of the Meshwesh Sheshonq married an
Egyptian princess, Libyans were able to take over as rulers of Egypt.106
The term “Third Intermediate Period” for Dynasties 21-24 (1100-713 BCE)
implies a period rife with political and economic turmoil; however, the Third
Intermediate Period boasts several continuous dynastic lines. The Libyan rulers, who
designated themselves “Chief of the Meshwesh” and/or “Chief of the Labu,” reigned for
about 250 years.107 Though the Libyans defined themselves as a group separate from the
Egyptians, Classical sources may indicate that the Egyptians seemingly viewed the
Libyans as assimilated Egyptians.108 While the Libyan rulers retained a part of their
105

Alan H. Gardiner, Egyptian Hieratic Texts - Series I: Literary Texts of the New
Kingdom, Part I (Leipzig: 1911), 19-20; and Alan Gardiner, ed, The Wilbour Papyrus, Volume II:
Commentary (Oxford: Published for the Brooklyn Museum by the Oxford University Press,
1949), 81 n.1.
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For more detailed information on Third Intermediate history, see: Kitchen, Third
Intermediate Period; Karol Myśliwiec, The Twilight of Ancient Egypt: First Millenium B.C.E.
Trans. David Lorton (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000). Sagrillo, “The Reign of Shoshenq
the First.”
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For more information about the Libyan rule and identity during the Third Intermediate
Period, please see Chapter 5.
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Herodotus, II.147. Herodotous mentions only Ethiopian foreign rulers, though
Selincourt posits that the Herodotean dodecharchs comprised the 25th and 26th dynasties, but he
may also actually include the muddled 24th as well (Selincourt, Herodotus, p. 643). Lloyd,
however, dates the dodecharchs later, omitting the 24th Dynasty (Lloyd, Herodotus, p. 118).
Others, such as Jean Yoyotte (“Les Principautes,” 121), and Robert Ritner (“The End of the
Libyan ‘Anarchy’ in Egypt: P. Rylands IX, cols. 11-12.” Enchoria 17 (1990): 102), equate the
Dodecarchs with the Libyan rulers. Additionally, Manetho, in his account, does not note that the
Dynasty 22-24 Pharaohs were Libyan, though he describes the origins of Dynasties 17 and 25
(Manetho, Fr 47-49, 58-68). This blatant omission in the texts suggests that according to Egyptian
standards, the Libyans were considered members of Egyptian society. Third Intermediate Period
Egyptians do not mention the Libyans in contemporary texts; it is unclear whether they thought of
the immigrants as “assimilated.” Contemporary Egyptian sources do not mention whether or not
the rulers were Libyan; the only sources available on the ethnicity of the Libyans in Egypt are
from the Libyan Chiefs themselves.
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Libyan identity and heritage as seen in their donation stele, they viewed any invading
Libyan nomads as a threat, which may have been their borrowing of the Egyptian
topos.109 By the end of the Libyan Period, the title “Chief of the Ma/Meshwesh/Labu,”
which was now infrequently used, was altered to “Great Chief,” dropping the specific
Libyan tribe and using the term as a political title rather than an ethnic determination.110
At the end of the 24th Dynasty, during the reign of Bocchoris, the Libyans were
expelled from power by the Kushites.111 To emphasize their legitimacy, the Kushite
rulers directly copied the earlier New Kingdom and Old Kingdom smiting scenes, and
although the imagery was traditional, the picture was particularly resonant and symbolic
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Yoyotte, “Les Principautes,” 136-7; Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 131;
Jacquet-Gordon, “Inscriptions on the Philadelphia-Cairo Statue,” 20. The depiction of other
Libyans as a threat may have been an attempt by the Libyan Pharaohs to legitimize their rule and
their claims as hereditary rulers in their kinship groups. Similarly, the later Nubian kings, who
were dynasts in their own right, also used their rule in Nubia helped to legitimize their reign in
Egypt.
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Ritner, “End of the Libyan ‘Anarchy’,” 104. He notes that the continuation of the title
was obsolete, as the Libyans were slowly assimilating into Egyptian culture, and that the change
in title portrayed a shift from an ethnic designation of a mobile population to a political title over
a sedentary society. The last known use of this title dates to the 8th year of Psamtek I’s reign.
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Tefnakhte, Chief of the Meshwesh and Labu, who had gained power in the western
Delta, attempted to take control of the towns in Upper Egypt, which angered the strengthening
Kushite Kingdom. Though Piankhy, the first Nubian Pharaoh of the 25th Dynasty, stated in his
victory stele that he crushed Tefnakhte and his army, Tefnakhte’s position in the Delta was secure
enough to pass to his son, Bakenraf. Though Piankhy states that he returned home in glory and
was recognized as Pharaoh by the entirety of Egypt, the Delta continued to support Tefnakhte.
Piankhy quickly returned, and Tefnakhte fled to Sais to avoid capture. Piankhy’s brother,
Shabaka, took the throne, and upon hearing of the Assyrian invasion in the Levant, headed
through Egypt, capturing every city he visited. Finally, Shabaka seized Memphis and the Delta,
and Tefnakhte’s son Bakenraf was captured and killed, thus ending the 24th Dynasty and
beginning the 25th (Kushite) Dynasty, in Egypt (Myśliwiec, Twilight, 57; Kitchen, Third
Intermediate Period, 362, 371-372, 376-377; Donald Redford, Egypt, Canaan, and Israel in
Ancient Times (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1992), 346, 348; Ritner, Anarchy, 437438, 443-444. For a revised reckoning of Kitchen’s dating scheme in the Third Intermediate
Period, see: Kitchen, “The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt: An Overview of Fact and
Fiction,” 161-202).
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during the 25th Dynasty.112 While the Kushites were in control of the state, the “Chiefs of
the Meshwesh” retained some power in Lower Egypt until the 26th (Saite) Dynasty, when
Psamtek I, a descendent of the “Chiefs of the Meshwesh,” removed still reigning kinglets
from local rulership and employed them in the army or police.113 Interestingly, neither the
Kushite nor the Saite dynasties used the terms Labu and Meshwesh, but instead employed
the more archaic terms of Tehenu and Temehu.114 Hostilities also resumed after the
expulsion of the Libyan Pharaohs.115 Clashes between Egypt and Libya, which had begun
during the Ramesside Period, continued until both were incorporated into the Roman
Empire. While the reigns of the Libyan Pharaohs were never seen as foreign rule, Libya
and Libyan tribes were considered “the other” for the rest of Egyptian history.116
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As the Kushite dynasty had usurped the kingship from the Libyans, the traditional Old
Kingdom smiting scene was both a depiction of the Nubians’ role as conservators of Egyptian
culture and a portrayal of their dominance over the Libyan dynasts. Ritner, “Libyans vs. Nubians
as the Ideal Egyptian,” 305-306.
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Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 132, 394. He notes that the wr ‘3
previously used to denote “Great Chief” was replaced by hrj; Ritner, “End of the Libyan
‘Anarchy’,” 102.
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This may not be because of any hostility; it is entirely possible that Psammetichus and
his successors had a Libyan background. It further explains the archaizing that was already in use
during this period. O’Connor, “New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period,” 278, states that
Psamtek I fought the Tehenu, which also indicates that the Libyan migrations did not cease after
the Third Intermediate Period. Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 131, notes that
Taharqa claims to have sent “the children of the Tehenu” to work at the Kawa Temple as slaves
(also, see: Miles Macadam, The Temples of Kawa, I: The Inscriptions (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1949), no. III, ll.1.15.22.
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For one example, see: Rowe, A History of Ancient Cyrenaica, 1-84.
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For an overview, see: Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 132-135; Ritner,
“End of the Libyan ‘Anarchy’,” 108. Ritner states that the last mention of the Meshwesh is seen
at the Temple of Kom Ombo, where they are depicted with the other traditional enemies of Egypt,
including the Hittites. Yoyotte, “Les Principautes,” 173, notes that it was year 8 of Psamtek I. As
the Hittites are also mentioned, this inscription is most likely copied/collated from an earlier
monument.
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2.3 Summary
Based on the aridity of the climate, the amount of groundwater in the area, and the
varied terrain, the ancient Libyans were most likely semi-nomadic agropastoralist tribal
societies, practicing herding, small-scale cultivation, and animal husbandry, which would
have provided more variety and volume of food than sedentary agriculture alone. This
description is supported by Herodotus, who stated that “[t]he coast of Libya, then
between Egypt and Lake Tritonis is occupied by nomads living on meat and milk…west
of the Triton, and beyond the Auses, Libya is inhabited by tribes who live in ordinary
houses and practice agriculture.”117
This type of agropastoral economy likely developed as the most viable option due
to the arid conditions during the final desiccation of the Sahara, which occurred from
4,000 to 2,000 BCE. As the climate changed little from 2,000 BCE to the Late Bronze
Age (ca. 1500 BCE), there was neither an environmental reason nor a need for the
Libyans to change their lifestyle.118 Ethnographic evidence of the Bedouin tribes that
lived in Marmarica in the 20th century supports this model, as modern tribes sow crops
which are tended to by part of the group, while others herd the animals until the crops are
harvested.119 Their semi-nomadism would account for the lack of Late Bronze Age
sites/settlements identified in Libya and the Egyptian western desert.120
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Herodotus, IV.186, 191.
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Graeme Barker, “Early Agriculture and Economic Change in North Africa,” in
Sahara: Ecological Change and Early Economic History, ed. J. A. Allen (London: Menas Press
Ltd, 1981), 136.
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Conwell, “On Ostrich Eggs and Ancient Libyans,” 28, also notes that the older
members of the tribe tend the fields, while the young men do the herding.
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It would be unwise, however, to assume that all Libyan tribes were seminomadic.121 There may have been ancient Libyans who lived in settlements and sent out
their herds and herders while they created and lived in a more permanent habitation.122 A
similar situation exists among the Rendille tribes (Kenya), who are semi-nomadic and
live in portable structures that are made from “semi-spherical mat-covered frames of
sticks,” which are constructed like tents. Generally, the Rendille move only (in a radius
of about two hundred meters) from their water sources for hygienic reasons.123 It is
possible that some Libyan tribes lived similarly; alternatively, modern settlements may
have destroyed any trace of older settlements.124 Postholes and plaster used to cover the
huts have been tentatively identified in the city of Cyrene. Though there is little evidence,
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Riger, Vetter, and Möller, “Desert Dwellers,” 163-168. In the recent surveys of the
Marmarican coastline, no Late Bronze Age settlements had been found, though the authors agree
with Hulin that either the settlements were covered by modern cities or that the remains need
methodological excavation (see Hulin, above, n. 3). There is evidence that Bronze Age Libyans
were cultivating the coastline, as determined by their soil analysis and hydrological study of the
Marmarican soil. While some cities, such as Leptis Magna and Sabratha, were founded by
Phoenicians, they were considered trading posts and not inhabited by Libyans.
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Herodotus noted that some tribes were sedentary, though he gives no details (Book
IV.185, 191). Additionally, modern ethnographic evidence shows that a herd owner, if he owned
cattle or goats, had the option of settling, as these animals needed to be sheltered, milked, and in
the case of cattle, given supplementary feed. If the herder opted to stay nomadic, the family or
clan needed to supply supplementary fodder such as cereal grains, which were cultivated or
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the herds. Therefore, a mixture of herding and farming was more economically stable than
owning multiple herds of different animals (Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 47, 55-62).
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O’Connor, “The Nature of Tjemhu,” 63-4. O’Connor notes that the Egyptians used
the word dmj to describe Meshwesh cities in Libya; Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 55-56, 62, 70
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it is possible that some Libyan tribes were transhumant like the Rendille.125 Additionally,
Herodotus noted that nomadic Libyans used “houses, which are portable, [and] made of
the dry haulms of some plant, knit together with rush ropes.”126 Archaeological evidence
from Marmarica is also scarce, but it may be associated with circular stone structures
(similar to animal pens used by modern Bedouin) at Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham in the
“squatter” levels (post Late Bronze Age).127
Egyptian textual evidence may support the possibility of various levels of
sedentism in Marmarica and Cyrenaica. In the Late New Kingdom, Libyan tribes
appeared and disappeared at intervals in the south, signifying mobile populations.128
Libyans are also portrayed as pastoralists in the ancient Egyptian accounts, in which the
tribes were described as owning sheep, goats, and cattle in amounts that portray a mobile
society.129 In his Great Karnak Inscription, Merneptah mentioned that the Libyans
camped near Egypt using leather tents.130 In the Israel Stele, he states, “They have ceased

125
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to live in the pleasant fashion of walking in the field; their going about is stopped in a
single day…their settlements are desolated…there is no work of carrying […] in these
days…concealment is good; there is safety in the cavern.”131 Ramesses III’s earlier
accounts at Medinet Habu reference towns (dmjt) of the Meshwesh and his list of plunder
mentions gold, silver, bronze weapons and chariots – a vast amount of property, which
may allude to some sort of Libyan sedentary life and active trade.132
Additionally, Egyptians referred to the Libyan tribes as mhwt, which roughly
translates to “family.”133 This word may denote Libyan social interaction as kinship
groups within larger tribes, evident in Egypt after the Late New Kingdom. Egyptians
settled the captured Libyans by tribe and family, as the relocated Libyans were not
cohesive and neither referred to each other nor themselves as a cohesive ethnic or cultural
group.134 These types of kinship networks and tribal affiliations were well known in
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Roman Libya, where many different independent family units or subgroups of
confederations were united under one large ethnic designation. In times of crisis or
warfare, sedentary, pastoral, nomadic, and semi-nomadic groups would join to fight.
Furthermore, there was no head chief over all of the groups unless they had gathered for
war – the confederation was not exclusive to any group.135
Based on the historical, geographical, and climatological evidence, the Libyans
created and maintained a separate identity from other groups with whom they interacted.
As their economy and lifestyle was mobile, their specific political affiliations, culture,
ethnicity, and identity were determined by the surrounding geography. At present, it is
unclear, though probable, that each tribe created a specific identity; however, there are
cultural and ethnic similarities that span across all groups.

supported by Ritner’s assertion that there was no single “head chief” over all of the Libyan tribes;
instead, there were multiple chiefs of equal rank. He notes that the Egyptians, who focused on
certain chiefs in certain battles, could only understand a hierarchical system with a head chief,
while the Libyans did not seem to designate one (Ritner, “Fragmentation and Re-integration,”
330).
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David Mattingly, “The Laguatan: A Libyan Tribal Confederation in the Late Roman
Empire.” Libyan Studies 14 (1983): 96-97.
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CHAPTER 3
CONSTRUCTING LIBYAN ETHNICITY IN EGYPT’S MARGINS
Ethnicity and identity as aspects of a shared culture were well known in antiquity
and were used by societies not only to distinguish “the others” with whom they
interacted, but also to create a bounded society. This concept was stressed by Herodotus,
who stated, “[T]here is the Greek nation (‘Ellhnikòn – Hellenikon) – the community of
blood and language, temples and ritual, and our common customs.”1 A more modern
construction of ethnicity, as stated in the Introduction of this study, is defined as the
following: “a group of people who share an identity, and, consciously or unconsciously,
set themselves apart based on a religious, linguistic, and sociocultural affiliation or
common descent.”2
Because Egyptian and Greek texts place all Libyan tribal groups under the same
ethnic association, Libyan identity most likely contains some shared cultural
characteristics between all tribes. But only using the historical texts from other cultures to
identify shared Libyan ethnicity presents a partial and possibly biased picture. Hulin
notes, “[t]here is an increasing disparity between the picture of Libyan society derived
from text and iconography and that derived from archaeology.”3 As the Bronze Age
Libyans did not use a writing system, their ethnic profile must be based on a collation of
all materials – historical, historiographical, art historical, and archaeological. Modern
ethnographic studies are also analogous, though it is important to note that culture is not
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Linda Hulin, “Pragmatic Technology,” 101.
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static and that tribes have shifted and changed aspects of their ethnicity over time.4 Even
so, many of the same values and ideas have continued as tradition, and they may
accurately reflect earlier cultural traits.5 The primary focus of this study centers on the
material evidence of groups moving from Marmarica to the Nile Delta, as Marmarica was
the closest Libyan province to Egypt, though archaeological and artistic evidence from
and about the Fezzan and Cyrenaica will be taken into consideration. Because
Tripolitania was the westernmost province of Libya and farthest from Egypt, the tribes
from this area most likely had little contact with the Egyptians. Thus, physical materials
from Tripolitania will not be presented here. By compiling a group of distinct traits, such
as dress, language, religion, burial practices, trade patterns, food, and pottery, it is
possible to distinguish a Libyan ethnicity markedly different from other Mediterranean or
Saharan cultures and therefore visible in the Egyptian material record.
3.1 The Libyan Tribes In Egypt
While there were various mobile populations living to the west of Egypt, there
were four Libyan tribes who frequently interacted with the Egyptians and mentioned in
Egyptian accounts: the Tehenu, the Temehu, the Meshwesh, and the Labu.6 Though the
4

Cultural syncretism, modernization, and globalization have also played a large part in
the all nomadic families’ cultural shifts.
5

Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 55-6; Khazanov, “Specific Characteristics,” 122. Porter
cautions that while ethnography is useful, it should not be used as a completely accurate portrayal
of the past, as the cultures recorded today are a conglomeration of the mobile society as well as
the anthropologist’s values, ideas, and goals for the study. Additionally, questions and
explanations may have been misunderstood by one party or the other, leading to a less precise
examination of the culture and society; Khazanov warns that using ethnographic data as a direct
analogy is dangerous, as there is a lot of temporal and geographical variation between different
pastoral societies.
6

Pywd was a general name given to the Libyans during the Third Intermediate Period,
replacing the earlier tribal names (Jacquet-Gordon, “Inscriptions on the Philadelphia-Cairo
Statue,” 23). Though it is clear from the inscription on the Osorkon II statue that the Libyans
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Tehenu and Temehu were chronologically distant from the Meshwesh and the Labu, the
groups were similarly described by the Egyptians.7 These main Libyan tribes were
distinguished in the written accounts and carefully represented by the Egyptians in the
reliefs as different from one another. Based on their names, dress, ornaments, and
hairstyle, it is possible to distinguish each tribe’s ethnic characteristics.8
3.1.1 The Tehenu9 (Thnw) and the Temehu10 (Tmhw)
The Tehenu, as stated in Chapter 1, was the first Libyan tribe mentioned in
Egyptian texts and depicted in Egyptian art (see Figure 4).11 Later, Egyptians used the

living in Egypt considered the Pywd to be a threat, it is unclear why. Other tribes attested in texts
include the Sopdyu (Seped), the Kehek (whose original location – Libya or otherwise, is unclear),
the ’Isbt.w, qjqô.w, Šjtp.w, ·s.w, and Bqn.w, who were mentioned as part of the Libyan coalition
in the Late New Kingdom (Grandet, Papyrus Harris I, 1xxxvii 3-6). The Sopdyu were mentioned
by Ramesses III in conjunction with the Meshwesh and Labu during the year 5 invasion
(O’Connor, “Nature of Tjemhu (Libyan) Society,” 39; Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions V, 14.16).
They were likely captured and resettled in the Delta with their other tribal counterparts (Hölscher,
Libyer und Ägypter, 65 n. 2, Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 76-77; Grandet, Papyrus
Harris I, I, 337). Winnicki also notes that the Kehek were first mentioned during the reign of
Amenhotep I and that they were later associated in lists next to the Labu, but they are not
mentioned in the group of Libyan tribes who fought Ramesses III, making their origins unknown
(Sethe, Urkunden IV, 36.4). As for the other, smaller tribes, Winnicki (Late Egypt and Her
Neighbours, 78-79), associates the groups with later Greek tribes, though there is no attestation in
either Greek or Egyptian that these tribes are the same.
7
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Ramesses III.
8
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identity for each known Libyan tribe in Egypt, Ritner (“Egypt and the Vanishing Libyan,” 48-49),
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which can be seen in rock art in the Fezzan. (Mattingly, Archaeology of Fezzan; Mori, Tadrart
Acacus, 162, 176-179, 183, 207.). For a general overview of the artistic style and discussions, see:
Mori, Great Civilizations of the Ancient Sahara, 39-53, 93-115. In the Egyptian sources, the
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differences that are evident within the artistic record.
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For an overview of the Tehenu, see: Giuseppe Galassi, Tehenu: E Le Origini
Mediterranee Della Civilta Egizia (Roma: La Libreria Dello Stato, 1942); Cooney, “Egypt’s
Encounter with the West (doctoral dissertation),” 58-70, 107-117, 129-154.
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with the West (doctoral dissertation),” 117-126, 154-156.
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term Tehenu to designate a separate, non-Egyptian identity based on name, dress, and
speech.12 While Egyptians first tentatively located the Tehenu in Marmarica, the tribe
was finally placed in Pyd/Pyt, which became the Late Period general Egyptian term for
Libya.13 During the beginning of Narmer’s (Dynasty 0, unifier of Egypt, ca. 3150-3125
BCE) reign, subdued prisoners identified by hieroglyphic text as Tehenu were displayed
in smiting motifs (scenes depicting Pharaoh ritually smiting his enemies with a mace) on
seals, on palettes, and in reliefs (see Figure 5).
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The name was first written on the Libyan palette with a depiction of trees. Spalinger,
“Some Notes on the Libyans of the Old Kingdom,” 126, notes that these trees may have been
harvested for oil. For the full bibliography on the palette, see Chapter 2, note 7. However, the
throw stick could also allude to the Levant, as the glyph carved on the palette could also be ‘3m,
or the land to the east of Egypt.
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Baines, “Early Definitions of the Egyptian World,” 34.
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Spalinger, “Some Notes on the Libyans of the Old Kingdom,” 125-7, 129, 143. The
Tehenu culture may have originated in the Western Delta and were outed by the Upper Egyptian
Pharaohs. Several town names include the name “Tehenu,” which may allude to their history in
the area. Later, the term Tehenu was expanded to refer to anyone who lived west of Egypt. Snape,
“Walls, Wells, and Wandering Merchants,” 1083. Snape states that a stele erected by Ramesses II
at Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham calls the Libyan tribes in the area Tehenu. This may be an archaism,
or may be a separate people, but the area denoted is the northwest African coastline.
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Figure 4: The Libyan Palette with the word “Tehenu” (From: John Baines, “Early
Definitions of the Egyptian World and its Surroundings.” In Culture Through Objects:
Ancient Near Eastern Studies in Honor of P.R.S. Moorey, ed Timothy Potts, Michael
Roaf, and Diana Stern (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 31).

Figure 5: Icthymorphic King Narmer smiting bound Tehenu (From: Heinrich Schäfer,
Principles of Egyptian Art (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1974), 150).
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Libyan plunder depicted in the mortuary temple reliefs of Niusere, Pepi II, and
Sahure show that the Tehenu owned large amounts of cattle, so they were likely seminomadic pastoralists.14 The tribe was depicted in reliefs as having a dark complexion.
They wore a penis sheath and a bull’s tail in the back, both attached to a belt, and a
garment crossed over the chest. Their hair was long, and their beards were pointed at the
end.15 A pair of ostrich plumes was depicted on their heads, possibly signifying hunter or
warrior status.16 They also wore a band around their foreheads which, in profile, looked
similar to the Egyptian royal uraeus, though the two were unrelated (see Figure 6).17
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16
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and that if they are missing, it is due to space constraints in the art or that they are ordinary
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Spalinger, “Some Notes on the Libyans of the Old Kingdom,” 132; Gardiner, Ancient
Egyptian Onomastica, 117. Libyan rock art also displays similar evidence of the ostrich plumes
and bands. See: Mori, Tadrart Acacus, 52-55.
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a

b

Figure 6: Tehenu (From: a) Ludwig Borchardt, Das Grabdenkmal des König S’a3çu-Re‘,
Band II: Die Wandbilder (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrich, 1913), Bl. 5; b) Charles K. Wilkinson
and Marsha Hill, Egyptian Wall Paintings: The Metropolitan Museum of Art’s Collection
of Facsimiles (New York: The Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1983), 26).
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The Tehenu gods were named ·3, “the Prince of the Tehenu Libyans,” and 3ô,
who resided in the land of B3ô (or B3khu). Many Tehenu names ended in –ô, while other
Tehenu names in the Egyptian texts are indistinguishable from contemporary Egyptian
names.18 The Tehenu Libyans did not speak Egyptian, though they traveled close to the
western Egyptian border, from the coastline to the south – thus confirming the Egyptian
placement of this tribe within Marmarica.19 Later, the Tehenu were said to have
worshipped Horus, Seth, and Sobek.20
Only sparse information and detail is offered in the Egyptian texts about the
Temehu, other than their fair complexion, blue eyes, and red or blond hair (see Figure
7).21 Both the people and the land are mentioned only sporadically.22 Therefore, the
Temehu may have been nominally associated with, or a branch of, the Tehenu, as both

18

This ending is not attested for the Meshwesh and Labu, whose names contain
reduplication. The Tehenu names similar to those in Egyptian can be identified as such as they
are found in conjunction with ethnic Tehenu names, or with a description/portrayal as a Tehenu.
19

Spalinger, “Some Notes on the Libyans of the Old Kingdom,” 129-131, 135 n 35,
Snape, “The Emergence of Libya,” 98.
20

Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 118, notes that there were also several deities
– Tehenuy (who may have been associated with Hr Tehenu) and Njt Tehenu – who were
associated with the Tehenu in the Western Delta, which may allude to the group’s proximity to
the Egyptian border.
21

Ibid., 114; This is seen in the tomb of Seti I (Bertha Porter and Rosalind Moss,
Topographical Bibliography of Ancient Egyptian Hieroglyphic Texts, Reliefs, and Paintings I:
The Theban Necropolis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1927), 16, 26; 20, 7; 23, 8-9); George
Reisner, notes that Hetep-heres is depicted as such (George Reisner, “The Tomb of Meresankh, a
Great-Granddaughter of Queen Hetep-Heres I and Sneferuw,” Bulletin of the Museum of Fine
Arts 25, no. 151 (October 1927): 64-79). Many Berbers and Libyans who live in the Oases are
still blond, light eyed, and light skinned.
22

The first mention of the Temehu occurs in line 16 of the biography of Weni (Kurt
Sethe, Urkunden des Alten Reiches I (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1903), 101.16); Gardiner, Ancient
Egyptian Onomastica, 115.
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tribal names were used concurrently and were sometimes confused.23 The term Temehu
seemingly designated Libyans living on the southern border of Egypt before the
designation became a general name for the lands of Libya.24 Though the names Tehenu
and Temehu denoted specific clan affiliations during the 3rd millennium BCE, the terms
were later used as generic markers for Libyan tribes.25

23

Bates, Eastern Libyans, 46, Spalinger, “Some notes on the Libyans of the Old
Kingdom,” 137- 143. For example, in the Story of Sinuhe lines 12-14, Temehu and Tehenu were
used interchangeably (Aylward M. Blackman, Middle Egyptian Stories, Bibliotheca Aegyptiaca
II (Bruxelles: Édition de la Fondation Égyptologique Reine Élisabeth, 1972), 4.12-5.6).
24

Spalinger, “Some Notes on the Libyans of the Old Kingdom,” 158-9, states that these
tribes lived so far south that they may have been the C-Group Nubians. Recent research has
reconfirmed Reisner’s early work that the C-Group Nubians were a distinct ethnic culture
unrelated to the Libyans, Egyptians, or other Nubian groups. Recently, Kate Lizka has
determined that the C-Group was ethnically distinct from both the Temehu and other Nubian
groups (Liszka, “We Have Come to Serve Pharaoh,” Chapter 5). For a small bibliography, see
below, n.64. However, in the story of Sinuhe (line 18), Sinuhe notes that Senwosret I’s invasion
of Temehu land was to the northwest of the Delta (Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 116;
Blackman, Middle Egyptian Stories, 6.6).
25

Snape, “New Perspectives,” 6; Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 73; Kitchen,
“Suites des Guerres Libyennes,” 178; Amin Amer, “Reflections on the Reign of Ramesses VI.”
The Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 71 (1985): 67 n. 8. The term rmṯ was also used to denote
the invading Libyans at one point. Similarly, Nubians could also be called rmṯ. See: Hans-Werner
Fischer-Elfert, “Sedenterism and Nomadism as Criteria of Ancient Egyptian Cultural Identity,” in
Shifts and Drifts in Nomad-Sedentary Relations, ed. Stefan Leder and Bernhard Streck
(Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 2005), 330, and n.7.
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a

b

Figure 7: a) Queen Hetepheres, who was thought to be Temehu (From: Giza Archives
Project, photo AAW1215.
http://www.gizapyramids.org/media/view/Sites/1175/15278?t:state:flow=adb0ad700e26-4d7b-b81a-2ec257c14d91 (accessed May 5, 2014); b) Dancing Temehu (From:
Johannes Duemichen, Die Flotte einer Ægyptische Kœnigin: aus dem XVII. Jahruhndert
vor unserer Zeitrechung (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1868), Taf XI).
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The topical view of both tribes, despite careful Egyptian demarcation, portrayed
canonical hostility towards “the other.” For example, Narmer’s smiting scene of a Libyan
dynast was copied by Sahure in his Pyramid complex and featured a register illustrating
the Tehenu queen, Khuites, and princes Wesa and Weni paying homage to the Pharaoh.
This depiction of Libyan subjugation and subservience, replicated with the same names
and iconography, continued as a motif through the Late Period.26
3.1.2 The Meshwesh (Me, Ma)27
The Meshwesh, unknown in early Egyptian sources, were first referenced in the
18th Dynasty, during the reign of Amenhotep III.28 The Meshwesh had pierced ears, long
hair, and pointed beards. They wore a penis sheath and a tail, both attached to a belt.29
They wore one horizontal ostrich feather in their hair.30 The Meshwesh were

26

John Baines, “Ankh sign, Belt, and Penis Sheath.” Studien zur Altägyptischen Kultur 3
(1975) 1-24; Baines, “Contextualizing Egyptian Representations,” 363-9; Ludwig Borchardt, Das
Grabdenkmal des Königs Sáhu-re. (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1910-1913), Bl. 1; Robert Ritner,
“Libyan vs. Nubian as the Ideal Egyptian,” in Egypt and Beyond: Studies Presented to Leonard
H. Lesko upon his Retirement from the Wilbour Chair of Egyptology at Brown University, June
2005, ed. Stephen Thompson and Peter Der Manuelian (Providence: Dept. of Egyptology and
Ancient Western Asian Studies, Brown University, 2008), 305; Ritner, “Egypt and the Vanishing
Libyan,” 44-45. Ritner further notes that the names Weni and Khuites were Egyptian, not Libyan.
27

For a review of all mentions of the Meshwesh, see: Cooney, “Egypt’s Encounters,”
164-167, 169-170.
28

William Hayes, “Inscriptions from the Palace of Amenhotep III.” Journal of Near
Eastern Studies 10, no. 2 (Apr 1951): 82, 91; Kitchen, “Arrival of the Libyans,” 16. Fifteen jars
containing animal fat had labels that specified “Meshwesh bulls” (k3(w) n Mšwš).
29

Wainwright, “Meshwesh,” 92; Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, 120-121.

30

Ritner, “Libyans vs. Nubians,” 312; Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 392,
argues that only one feather placed horizontally was used, not two. Wilson, “Libyans and the End
of the Egyptian Empire,” 73.
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uncircumcised, as evidenced in the Medinet Habu battle scenes (see Figure 8).31 Clear
stylistic similarities exist between the Meshwesh and the Tehenu: both groups wore
ostrich feathers, penis sheaths and tails, and had long hair, side-locks and pointed beards.
While the Egyptians were usually able to distinguish between the tribes, early evidence of
the Meshwesh in Egyptian reliefs confused them nominally with the Tehenu. The Tehenu
did not have pierced ears or side-locks, and they wore two ostrich feathers, not one. They
also wore a band on their head, which was not donned by the Meshwesh. The Meshwesh
did not wear the Tehenu crossed-chest garment.32 Additionally, the groups were
mentioned in Egyptian texts as separate and hostile towards each other.33 It is, however, a
possibility that the similarities depicted in Meshwesh and Tehenu appearance confused
the Egyptian artists, who combined attributes of both groups, or that the Meshwesh, who
were previously unknown by the Egyptians, were thus presented as a stereotypical
Libyan tribe.34

31

O’Connor, “Nature of Tjemhu,” 5. Based on their clothing and adornments,
Wainwright (“Meshwesh,” 89) posits that the later Meshwesh were a compilation of Labu and
other Libyans led by Tehenu leaders.
32

Wainwright, “Meshwesh,” 89. He notes that in the battle reliefs at Karnak between Seti
I and the Libyans, Seti named the Tehenu as the group he fought with, but the figures depicted
were Meshwesh.
33

The Medinet Habu Inscriptions distinguish between the Meshwesh, Tehenu, and
Temehu; in certain places, the inscription states that the Meshwesh were in Temehu lands.
Ramesses III notes that the Meshwesh Chief “…went to one place, his land with him, and
invaded the Tehenu, who were made ashes, spoiled and desolated were their cities, their seed was
not” (Medinet Habu II, Inscription on the first pylon, Pl. 82, 11.14ff) Additionally, he Great
Karnak Inscription (lines 13-14) states that the Labu invaded Tehenu land, thus implying that the
two groups were not (at this time) allies (Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions IV, 3.15-4.2). The
original confusion between the four groups and their artistic renditions may be due to shared
cultural characteristics.
34

Cooney, “Egypt’s Encounters,” 98-99, notes that the Meshwesh pictured at Medinet
Habu were named as such, though depicted with aspects of Labu costume.
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Figure 8: Chief Meshsesher, a captive Meshwesh (From: The Epigraphic Survey,
Medinet Habu, II: Later Historical Records of Ramesses III. The
University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publications Volume IX, ed. James Henry
Breasted (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1932), Plate 75 – first court, east
side, lower west corner).
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During the 19th Dynasty, the Meshwesh lost their artistic association with the
Tehenu in reliefs and were portrayed as allies of the Sea Peoples. The influence of the
Sea Peoples on Meshwesh culture can be evidenced by the shape of the bronze swords
they used in battle and their use of common Greek magical signs.35 After their battle with
Ramesses III, the Meshwesh were relocated to or settled in almost the entirety of the
Delta, though some Meshwesh-inhabited fortresses which were located in Middle
Egypt.36 A village called N3-M, or, “the Meshwesh,” was attested in the Delta during the
reign of Necho II.37 Accounts from Deir El-Medineh describe the Meshwesh as hostile,
and as raiders who terrorized Egyptian towns.38 Not all Meshwesh were characterized as
malicious, however. Some served the Egyptian state, either herding temple cattle or
serving in the military, two jobs with which they were familiar.39
The Meshwesh, like the Tehenu, owned large numbers of cattle, sheep, and goats,
so they were also likely semi-nomadic pastoralists.40 Ramesses III, however, mentioned

35

Wainwright, “Meshwesh,” 93. For more information on the relationship between the
Meshwesh and the Sea Peoples, see Chapter 2.2, History of Egypt and Libya.
36

Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 391. It is currently unclear why the Libyans
were only relocated in Middle and Lower Egypt.
37

Ibid., 393, n. 62; Meltzer, “Influencia de los Libios en Egipto,” 49. Meltzer notes that
the Maxyes mentioned by Herodotus were the descendants of the Meshwesh.
38

Haring, “Libyans in the Late Twentieth Dynasty,” 77-78; Sagrillo, “Geographic
Origins of the ‘Bubastite’ Dynasty,” 343-346.
39

Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 74-5; Wilson, “Libyans and the End of the
Egyptian Empire,” 81. Grandet, Papyrus Harris I, pls. 76-77. Ramesses III states, “I gave to them
captains of archers, and chief men of the tribes, branded and made into slaves, impressed with my
name; their wives and their children were made likewise.”
40

Edgerton and Wilson, Medinet Habu II, pl. 75; Wilson, “End of the Egyptian Empire,”
80. In Papyrus Harris, (Grandet, Papyrus Harris I, pl. 76-77), Ramesses III states, “…their cattle
in number like hundred-thousands,” and in his reliefs at Medinet Habu, he provides the number of
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“towns of the Meshwesh,” in his battle accounts. Based on his statements, these towns
have been tentatively located on the Cyrenaican coastline.41 Since reliefs at Medinet
Habu portrayed the Meshwesh with their horses, donkeys, cattle, sheep, and goats, the
Meshwesh may have been seasonally nomadic or only partially nomadic (parts of the
group were transhumant, while others stayed at a base camp).
Meshwesh names often began with Mas, such as, Masaharta, Masqaharta,
Mawasun,42 though names such as Osorkon, Buyuwawa, and Mehtenweskhet have also
been attested.43 Both Yoyotte and Winnicki posit that the Third Intermediate Period title
“Chief of the Me(shwesh) (wr ‘ᴈ M(šwš))” indicated not only the local ruler, but one who
was the commander of troops (indicated by the title ç3wtj) and the high priest of the local
cults, as they usurped the royal place as Chiefs on temple buildings and perform the
Pharaoh’s rituals.44

horses and donkeys (183) and bulls (119+N) that he took from the captive Libyans (Kitchen,
Ramesside Inscriptions V, 53.6, 53.7).
41

O’Connor, “New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period,” 277; O’Connor, “Nature of
the Tjemehu,” 63-66. However, no actual settlements have yet been located in the area.
42

Kitchen, “Arrival of the Libyans,” 23. These first three names noted were the sons of
Herihor, First Prophet of Amun at Karnak Temple. While Herihor had an Egyptian name, some of
his descendants had Libyan names, suggesting that he or his wife (Nodjemet) was also of Libyan
descent. However, Morkot (“Tradition, Innovation, and Research,” 145, argues that not all of the
children depicted on Herihor’s relief were his children, and were most likely relatives,
encompassing sons- and daughters-in-law and grandchildren as well.
43

For a complete list of Meshwesh names, see: Jean Yoyotte, “Anthroponymes
d’origine Libyenne dans les Documents Egyptiens.” Comptes rendus du Groupe linguistique
d'études chamito-sémitique 8 (1958): 24. The examples used above were royal.
44

This is depicted on temples and dedicatory objects at Memphis, Mostai, and Mendes.
Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 393; Yoyotte, “Les Principautes,” 130; Kitchen,
“Two Donation Stelae.”
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3.1.3 The Labu (Rebu)
The Labu were first attested as a distinct tribe during the time of Akhenaten, and
later mentioned by name by Ramesses II at Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham.45 Later, the words
Phut ( )פּוּטand Lubim ( )לוּבִיםin Hebrew denoted tribal groups living west of Egypt, and
Greeks used the name “Labu” to denote all lands west of the Nile, which is the derivation
of the name Libya.46 The Labu were fair skinned and had blue eyes and red or blond hair,
like the Temehu. They wore kilts, open shoulder-baring cloaks with patterns in different
colors, short hair, earrings, and side locks that fell to their shoulders, and they were
tattooed.47 The ostrich feather in their hair was vertical, which distinguished them from
the Meshwesh. The Labu were also uncircumcised (see Figure 9).48 The earliest depiction
of a Labu chief includes a bow and quiver as part of his attire, which may have been a
symbol of power.49 They lived close to the Meshwesh but were located inland.50

45

For a review of all mentions of the Labu, see: Cooney, “Egypt’s Encounters,” 159-167;
Wainwright, “Meshwesh,” 89, 93; Snape, “Emergence of Libya,” 102.
46

2 Chronicles 12:3, 16:8; Ezekiel 30:5, 38:5; Jeremiah 46:9; Daniel 11:43; Nahum 3:9
(for an example of both words being used); Hölscher, Libyer und Ägypter, 59-66.
47

Wainwright, “Meshwesh,” 89; Wilson, “Libyans and the End of the Egyptian Empire,”
74, 78, notes that the tattoos shown on the legs of the Labu at Medinet Habu are the hieroglyph
for Lower Egypt – he postulates that this may be a pun – t3w Mhw for Temehu (with whom they
may have been confused); Medinet Habu, Vol I, Pl. 1; Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica,
122.
48
Ritner, “Libyans vs. Nubians,” 312; Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, p. 392;
O’Connor, “Nature of Tjemhu,” 53. This means, according to O’Connor, that the circumcised
men depicted on the walls of Medinet Habu were probably Sopdyu.
49

Yoyotte, “Les Principautes,” 145; Kitchen, Third Intermediate Period, §249; Winnicki,
Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 398. A stele in the Hermatige Museum (5630) depicts a Great
Chief of the Labu Nimlot-Pedi wearing a bow and a quiver. As this is the earliest (and only)
representation of a Great Chief of the Labu with a bow and quiver from Libyan Period Egypt,
Yoyotte postulated that this may have been a symbol belonging to the Chief of the Chiefs of the
Labu.
50

O’Connor, “New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period,” 277.
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a

b

Figure 9: Labu (From: a) The Epigraphic Survey, Medinet Habu I: Earlier Historical
Records of Ramses III. The University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publications Volume
VIII, ed. James Henry Breasted (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1930),
Pl. 20 – Interior second court, east wall, southernmost section of lower register; b) The
Epigraphic Survey, Medinet Habu, II: Later Historical Records of Ramesses III. The
University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publications Volume IX, ed. James Henry
Breasted (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1932), Pl. 78 – Exterior, north wall,
between pylons, southeastern corner).
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The Egyptians mentioned the Labu frequently during the New Kingdom, when
the tribe led the Libyan/Sea People coalition during the reigns of Merneptah and
Ramesses III. By the end of the Late New Kingdom, the Labu were rarely mentioned,
though the information provided by texts written by the Labu it is clear that they were
living in the western Delta and in the Theban region.51 Like their Meshwesh counterparts,
the “Chiefs of the Labu” were the high priests of their cities as well as military
commanders during the Third Intermediate Period.52
The local workmen and other Egyptians may have been able to distinguish
between the Meshwesh and the Labu, as evidenced in texts from Deir El-Medina dated to
various years of Ramesses IX.53 Though these two tribes were depicted differently in
Egyptian art and seemingly separate from one another, there were individual Libyan
chiefs who carried both the titles of “Chief of the Meshwesh” and “Chief of the Labu,”
which may attest to intermarrying between the tribes.54

51

Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 76, n. 75, 396; Grandet, Papyrus Harris I,
Pl. 76.11-77.
52

Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 399-400; Morkot, “Tradition, Innovation,
and Researching,” 146, also mentions the titles “Great Chief of Foreigners” (Nimlot, Sheshonq I),
and “Chief of Chiefs” (Sheshonq I), in conjunction with the titles mentioned above; 2 Chronicles
12:3, 16:8.
53

Haring, “Libyans in the Theban Region,” 160-3. While both names are recorded in the
necropolis journals, and associated with the term H3styw, or “foreigners, desert people,” it is
unclear if during the Late New Kingdom the Egyptians were well-acquainted with each tribe and
using their names in proper context or if the Egyptians simply used the different terms for
Libyans interchangeably, and correlations between iconography and names are not constant
enough to make a definite link (See also: Hulin, “Pragmatic Technology,” 102, O’Connor,
“Nature of Tjemhu,” 31-2). However, during the Third Intermediate Period, the differences
between the two are clear.
54

Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 382-390, 397-398. Rudamun, Ker, and
Tefnakht were Chiefs of the Labu and Chiefs of the Meshwesh; furthermore, all three ruled and
lived in the Western Delta.
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The deficiency of Labu attestations, according to Winnicki, is because the tribe
became more assimilated into Egyptian culture than the Meshweh. He notes that more
Labu Chiefs have Egyptian names than Meshwesh.55 Yet, it is also possible that the
Meshwesh encroached upon and usurped Labu towns, thus rendering the local chiefs
powerless, that there were less Labu who migrated to Egypt, or that Labu and Meshwesh
intermarriage rendered the title, “Chief of the Labu,” no longer relevant.56 Winnicki’s
assertion that most of the Labu assimilated into Egyptian culture (therby no longer
keeping their Libyan ethnic names or dress) is further weakened by a record of a Labu
family name found dating to the Third Intermediate Period - the Chief Inamunnefnebu,
who states that he was of “Paurdu’s clan.”57
Other tribes are mentioned in the sources, but based on the number of references
to them in the Egyptian texts, they seemingly had less interaction with the Egyptians than
the other groups.58 Bates posits that the infrequent mention of the other names meant that
they were clans associated with one of the four tribal groups mentioned above.59 As
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Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 397-399; Yoyotte, “Athroponymes
d’origine Libyenne.” Labu names were different than Meshwesh, but because of the scarcity of
Labu data, there are no discernable linguistic characteristics. The only verifiable Labu names are:
Inamunnefnebu (of Pardu’s clan), Ankhor, Harbes, Nimlot-Pedi, Wetchari, Rudamun (a Great
Chief of the Meshwesh as well), Ker (also a Great Chief of the Meshwesh), Tefnakht (also a
Great Chief of the Meshwesh), and Titaru, son of Didi(?). Many of the names are Egyptian,
which may support Winnicki’s claim of the Labu assimilating into Egyptian culture more than the
Meshwesh.
56

Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 158-9, notes that land from one clan can be seized and
claimed by a stronger clan. Later (171), he notes that smaller clans may intermarry with the larger
clans to create “affines,” and thus keep some attachment to their land.
57

Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 397, n. 75.

58

See above, 2.2, History of Egypt and Libya; Daniel McCall, “Herodotus on the
Garamantes: a Problem in Protohistory.” History in Africa 26 (1999): 197-217.
59

Bates, Eastern Libyans, 46.
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evidenced by the above analysis, the designations Tehenu, Temehu, Meshwesh, and Labu
were different tribes, but they could also refer to specific peoples and their lifestyles or
have a completely different, more derogatory etymology or meaning.60
Because of the lack of geographical data concerning the Libyans in Egyptian
sources, the origins and specific homelands of the four tribes have not yet been
specifically determined. Based on the information noted above, the Tehenu and the
Temehu most likely lived in Marmarica, and the Meshwesh and the Labu hailed from
Cyrenaica.61 The later arrival of the Labu and the Meshwesh from possibly Cyrenaica (or
further west) into Marmarica, specifically near Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham, may have
disrupted the trade between the Egyptians, the Tehenu, the Temehu, and the Aegeans.62
But, it is possible that all four tribes could have simultaneously inhabited different parts
60

Hans Barnard, “The Archaeology of Pastoral Nomads between the Nile and Red Sea,”
in Nomads, Tribes, and the State in the Ancient Near East: Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives, ed.
Jeffrey Szuchman. Oriental Institute Seminars Number 5. (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the
University of Chicago, 2009), 17.
61

The Tehenu and the Temehu, who were considered economically and militarily
unthreatening, are tentatively located in the northwestern and southwestern parts of Libya,
respectively. However, Snape, “Emergence of Libya,” 102, notes that a text from Ramesses II at
Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham mentions “fortresses on the hill-country of the Thmw,” which is the
northernmost reference to Temehu-land. Behrens posits that the Tehenu actually split into two
groups – one in the north, and one in the South. (Peter Behrens, “Language and Migrations of the
early Saharan cattle herders: The formation of the Berber branch,” in Libya Antiqua: Report and
Papers of the Symposium organized by Unesco in Paris, 16 th 18 January 1984 (France:
UNESCO, 1986) Pp. 30-34). He further asserts that the Temehu were a sub group or subtribe of
southern Tehenu, and also called the C-group or Nehesi, though as stated above in Footnote 24,
this comment has been proven untrue. Claude Vandersleyen agrees with Behrens that the Tehenu
and Temehu lived to the west of Nubia and the west of Middle Egypt, respectively. He also notes
that the Meshwesh may have lived closer to Tunisia. However, he does not support his statement
about the Meshwesh with definitive evidence (Claude Vandersleyen, (“Les Guerres de
Mérneptah,” 1197, 1203).
62

Snape, “New Perspectives,” 7. As mentioned above, no cities or settlements have been
identified for Bronze Age Libyans, and while texts from Thebes mention that the Libyans came
from the desert routes in the South or may have been moving within the Nile Valley, there is no
evidence that necessarily places settlements in this area (Haring, “Libyans in the Theban Region,”
161).

100

of the same area or used land in both areas seasonally. Because of the paucity of
information, in order to locate the tribes, some, like Bates, used the Classical authors and
extrapolated backwards, while others, like Spalinger, applied the Egyptian evidence.63
Unfortunately, neither application can be verified in either time or place.64 Additionally,
modern ethnographic evidence shows that nomadic tribes in Libya share land between
many families. Therefore, the areas could have been used by multiple groups, and this
intermingling complicates the problem of locating tribal origins (see Map 5).65 Despite
their variations in appearance, representation, and tribal name, these groups did
collaborate with one another for military purposes.66 Thus, they displayed some crosstribal affinity, which can be evidenced in the archaeological data.
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Bates, The Eastern Libyans, 47-51; Spalinger, “Some notes on the Old Kingdom,” 125131,137-139
64

Anthony Leahy, “The Libyan Period in Egypt: An Essay in Interpretation.” Libyan
Studies 16 (1985): 53, states the prevailing opinion of Cyrenaica; Recently, Ritner, “Egypt and
the Vanishing Libyan,” 48-9, notes similarities between the description of the Tjemehu and
Tehenu and the rock art in the Fazzan. Unfortunately, without more information, it is impossible
to determine precisely from where each group hailed.
65

See Behnke, Herders of Cyrenaica, 119-121, 123-126, for rules and a modern example.

66

For example, the Meshwesh and the Labu collaborated in several wars against the
Egyptians (see Chapter 2.2, History). Additionally, Mattingly (“Laguatan,” 96-97) notes that the
groups did aggregate to defend their property during the Roman Period.
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Map 5: Map with tentative locations of Libyan tribes in the Egyptian sources (From: Oric
Bates, The Eastern Libyans (London: MacMillan and Co., Ltd., 1914), 50).

3.2 Language67
The only ancient Libyan vocabulary that can be definitively identified was
recorded in ancient Egypt and is comparable to modern Berber.68 Ancient terms such as

67

Ramesses III states that “[h]e abolished their language, he changed their tongue.”
Kitchen, Ramesside Inscription V, Deir El-Medina Chapel C Rhetorical Stela, 91.6-7.
68

While there are definite similarities, there is not enough data to analyze the evolution
of the language; in addition, until Libyc is deciphered, there is no solid link between the ancient
Libyan language recorded by the Egyptians and the modern Berber language. However, it is clear
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the words mtwhr, mk, or ms, or Berber mas, still mean “chief.”69 Evidence of the
differences between personal names and the gods identified within the names may point
at a dialectical variation between groups.70
3.3 Religion And Burial Practices
Understanding of Libyan religion is relegated to a list of possible deities either
incorporated into personal names (like the Tehenu ·3 or 3š) or in brief mentions by other
cultures. No specific details of worship have yet been determined. Thus, it has been
posited from a badly weathered inscription in Neo-Punic (ca. 2nd century BCE to 2nd
century CE) that the Libyans believed in a god named Gurzil, the son of Ammon, who
was depicted as a bull with a solar disk between his horns, similar to the Egyptian Apis.71
Some religious and cultural aspects can be seen in Libyan interments in
Marmarica. The burials excavated date either to the Neolithic Period or to the GrecoRoman Periods and incorporate many similar aspects, such as horns or horn imagery,
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1/2 (1933), p. 22, Plate VII, lines 17-19; Behrens, “Language and Migrations,” asserts that the
Tehenu language could also be considered one of the foundations of modern Berber (Punic loan
words still exist) and that many loan words from this Old Libyan, or Early Berber, existed in
Nubian and Egyptian languages (31, 40-49); Yoyotte, “Les Principautes,” 123.
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71

Abdulhafid Elmayer, “The Libyan God Gurzil in a Neo-Punic Inscription from
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images that were associated with the god Ammon (though both were bull gods, it is
unclear whether Libyan Ammon and Egyptian Amun had similar religious roles), ostrich
eggshells, and ochre.72 Later, during the Hellenistic and Roman Periods, rock cut multichambered tombs contained many burials, similar to the family tombs built in Egypt from
the Third Intermediate Period.73
Only two nearly complete Late Bronze Age Libyan graves have been found,
excavated, and published. The burials were located two miles east of the former
Coastguard barracks at Mersa Matruh.74 The graves were elliptical, and measured 1.5 m
east to west and 1.1 m north to south. They were dug into the soft limestone bedrock
under the soil. Because of the high winds and rain in the area, the graves were probably
deeper than the 30-40 cm holes that were measured in 1913, when they were discovered
and excavated.75 The first grave (A.1) contained a body lying on its left side with its head
facing east, partially contracted. The second grave (A.2) held a body lying on its right
side with the head also facing east. The body was also partially contracted. Only the
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lower jaw and six teeth remained of the skull. Both graves contained grave goods – the
first burial contained two basalt jars, three thin shells (Iridina, a Nile shell, or Mutela), a
snail shell (intrusive), a thick walled ceramic jar, and a small ceramic jar. The second
burial contained two Iridina shells, a small sooty ceramic jar, a red painted ceramic jar,
and a small palette (see Figure 10).76
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Ibid., 163-164. The pottery from the burials will be discussed in greater detail below, in
section 3.5, Pottery. David Reese, and Mark Rose, “Organic Finds from the Island and Adjacent
Areas,” in Marsa Matruh II: The Objects, ed. Donald White, Prehistory Monographs 2
(Philadelphia: The Institute for Aegean Prehistory Academic Press, 2002), 104.
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Figure 10: Grave goods found by Bates in burials near Mersa Matruh (From: Oric Bates,
“Archaic Burials at Marsa Matruh.” Ancient Egypt Part IV (1915):161-164. Pictured: two
basalt jars, a stone palette, two shells).
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3.4 Food/Exports
Evidence provided by soil surveys on the Marmarican coastline show that Late
Bronze Age Libyans practiced agriculture by creating irrigation canals and cisterns to
maximize rainfall use.77 The rainwater harvesting techniques employed by Libyans
demonstrates that agriculture was as important to the economy as pastoralism. Thus, as
agropastoralists, the Libyan diet seems to have been based on cultivated cereals as well as
milk and meat products from their herds.78 The herds of cattle, sheep, and goat would
have provided sufficient milk and dairy products for the tribes. This type of economy was
also noted by Homer, who mentioned in the Odyssey, “…Libya…[i]n every year they
have three lambing seasons, so no man, chief or shepherd, ever goes hungry for want of
mutton, cheese, or milk – all year at milking time there are fresh ewes.”79 Although
Homer asserts that meat was available in surplus, it would have been eaten sparingly by
the Libyans, as herds were the primary source of income – whether for wool and dairy
products or as a luxury meat source in other Mediterranean countries.
Also, the crops may not have been constantly tended: the seeds may have been
sown, left, and then harvested later, or the cultivated foods could have been tended to by
a stationary (or partially stationary) population while other members of the group herded.
The cereals, dairy, and meat were most likely supplemented with fishing (if and when
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possible), hunting, and gathering.80 Dry cheese may have been a staple, as it kept better in
the climate.81 Unripened dates and grain were carried by herders to mix with milk and
supplemented with the other types of sustenance mentioned above.82
Libyan tribes were active participants in Mediterranean commerce and traded
their pastoral products, such as cheese, and exotic goods, such as ostrich eggs, with both
Egypt and the Aegean.83 During the Classical Period, Libya exported wood, wool, hides,
wheat, hay, legumes, olives, grapes, raisins, figs, vegetables, herbs, livestock, as well as
the now extinct herb silphium, a plant which was used both for seasoning and for
medicine and which was in great demand in other Mediterranean countries.84 Other than
cattle, silphium and ostrich eggs, it is unclear what Libyans traded with the Egyptians.85
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Libyan food and trade choices express their identity through the preparation and
availability of comestibles.86 Containers were needed to transport trade items, crucibles
were prerequisite to mold and create metal goods, and vessels were necessary at the very
least to cook and store food items, such as dairy products and agricultural foodstuffs.87
The raw materials available to make the pottery as well as the season and location would
have also influenced the forms of vessels created and the manner in which the pots were
fired. These various factors were reflected in the Libyan ceramics.88
3.5 Pottery89
It is often thought that semi-nomadic agropastoralists did not make or use pottery
because large amounts of pottery, including storage containers, would have been too
heavy and unwieldy to transport on a continued basis. Pottery production was therefore
characteristic of a sedentary lifestyle. Nevertheless, many semi-nomadic and nomadic
pastoralists found, prepared, and refined the raw materials and formed and fired different
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types of vessels.90 The types of ceramics created and used are different from those of a
sedentary society as semi-nomadic agropastoralists would have had to carry their material
goods as they traveled. Therefore, the use of ceramics would be heavily limited. Because
ceramics were mostly used for cooking, the number of forms and sizes utilized at a
campsite would be fewer than the ceramics found in sedentary societies. Additionally, the
corpus would focus on either the larger (storage vessels) or the smaller (portable) size of
the form spectrum.91 The larger sized vessels could be left at specific drop sites for food
storage when the campsite was inhabited.92 The smaller vessels were used to transport
items and to cook food. Any ceramic scatters found at possible campsites would therefore
have more sherds from larger vessels than those from smaller vessels as the larger broken
vessels would have stayed in situ. Roger Cribb, the founder of nomadic archaeology,
notes that lithic scatters should help to make ancient nomadic campsites more visible,
and possibly, with excavation of these campsites, ceramics may be uncovered.93 In
Marmarica and in Cyrenaica, architectural features, such as stone circles (used as
foundations for pens or structures), may also have ceramic evidence. Unfortunately,
90
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because of the harsh winds, many of these structures may have eroded, fallen, or been
buried.94 While definitive pre-Greek Libyan sherds have been excavated and examined,
Libyan ceramic studies are in their infancy, and terminology is not yet consistent
throughout all four provinces.
Until Greek contact, all ceramics in Libya were handmade. Pots were made from
clays with a high iron and calcium content and were unevenly fired, judging from the
variety of colors seen on the surface of the vessels.95 Tempering agents such as dung,
vegetable material, and calcitic sand were found locally, and it is possible that the temper
and the clay were collected from different sources. Surface treatment and decoration
varied on the pots. While many sites contain pre-Greek pottery, only Mersa Matruh and
Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham revealed ceramics that can be definitively dated to the Late
Bronze Age due to the presence of associated dateable imports from Egypt and the
Aegean.
At Mersa Matruh, Oric Bates’ excavations of the small cemetery recovered local
Libyan pottery dating to the Late Bronze Age.96 The four small jars described by Bates
were excavated from the complete burials A.1 and A.2. 97 A.1 R.1 was a broken vessel
94

Ibid. For an account of the strong winds, see: Bates, “Excavations at Marsa Matruh,”
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themselves (162-163). Only the sherds were found at the site, which White described as “a stony
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that had weathered out of the grave. The fabric was thick and sandy, and was fired in a
reducing atmosphere. The vessel wall was pebble smoothed on the inside.98 There were
traces of a green/black slip on the outside. One sherd had a band of incised decoration
below the rim. A.1R.2 was a small jar, also found outside of the grave, made from a soft
coarse fabric with “minute whitish specks in the clay,” and irregularly fired. The outside
of the jar and the inside of the neck were partially pebble smoothed. 99 A.2 R. 1 was
another small, slightly irregular jar, with thin walls made from a hard fabric and covered
with soot. The pot was also reduced, partly smoothed on the outside, and decorated with
faint incisions of short, almost vertical slashes.100 A.2 R.2 was a medium hard fabric that
was oxidized during firing. The exterior was smoothed and painted red, and the interior
of the neck was partially smoothed. There were small, decorative lug handles attached to
the shoulder (see Figure 11).101

ridge…whose cracked and pot-holed surface traps deposits of sandy soil otherwise blown south
into the desert by the wind” (Ibid., 32). Therefore, Bates concluded that the sherds were
associated with the burials, which were the only feature in the area.
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Figure 11: Pottery found by Bates in burials near Mersa Matruh (From: Bates, “Archaic
Burials at Marsa Matruh,” 161-164).
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The later University of Pennsylvania excavations on Bates’ Island defined two
distinct types of fabrics. The first, called White Grit Ware, was made from iron rich marl
clay and contained lime and sand inclusions and occasional large grits. White Grit Ware
was seemingly fashioned only into hemispherical bowls, finished with a matte pale pink
or white slip, and some bowls had an occasional streak of a red wash on the interior or
exterior.102 Hulin determined that these were copies of Egyptian bowls, which had flat
bases, flared or slightly curved walls, and plain or everted rims.103 The Libyan copies of
Egyptian hemispherical bowls were the most frequently recovered pottery on the site.104
A rim sherd from a cooking pot and sherds from a handled jar made from the same fabric
were also found during excavations.105
The second fabric, a friable coarse ware, was originally called Black Coarse
Ware. The sherds fired from a dark reddish brown (2.5YR 3/4) to a pale brown (10YR
6/3) and contained a dark gray core. The fabric contained shell, vegetable matter, grit
inclusions, and stone temper.106 This coarse ware was used to create two different forms:
a broad mouthed jar with a round shoulder and everted, rolled rim, and a pot with
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rounded walls, a concave, collared neck, and flat rim, everted.107 The broad-mouthed jar
was roughly smoothed and slipped with light brown clay, and the round-shouldered jar
was slipped with a brownish-black clay and well burnished.108 The exterior of the sherds
varied in color from pale brown (10YR 6/3) to dark gray (10YR 3/1).109
Late Bronze Age Libyan pottery in a local fabric was also excavated at the
fortress of Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham.110 The only complete local vessel found was
handmade from a coarse fabric containing grit and shell inclusions, and it was fired to a
dark grey/black.111 The pot (ZURS4/6) was a “flat bottomed, straight-sided vessel with a
wide mouth and slightly rounded rim.” ZURKKIII/1, a small cup or bowl with a sharp
carination, ZURG5/1 and 5/2, a shallow bowl base and a shallow plate, respectively, and
ZURG6E/14, two crucible sherds, were also found made from local clays dating to the
same periods.112
ZURKKIII/1, the small carinated cup or bowl, was handmade by pinching the
clay and has an everted rim. The pot was made from a dense shell-tempered fabric that
107
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also contained some hematite and grog and large amounts of straw temper. The variation
in color on the surface of the vessel provides evidence that the bowl or cup was fired in
an outdoor pit rather than in a kiln.113 ZURG5/1, a base sherd, was handmade from a
fabric that included ground shell temper, grog, and hematite. No vegetable temper was
included. ZURG5/2, the shallow plate - body and rim sherd, was made from a similar
fabric to ZURG5/1. Simpson does not note the manufacture of the plate, but based on the
varying thickness throughout the sherd, it most likely was handmade.114 ZURG6E/14, the
two crucible sherds, were handmade from local clay tempered with crushed shell, grog,
grit, and large amounts of chaff.115
Based on these early assessments, Hulin identified two fabrics exclusively dated
to the Late Bronze Age: Marmaric Fabric 1 and Marmaric Fabric 2. 116 The fabrics date
to the Late Bronze Age based on their occurrence with datable New Kingdom Egyptian
sherds made from identifiable Nile fabrics.117 There are several forms associated with
each fabric.
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3.5.1 Marmaric Fabric 1118
Marmaric Fabric 1 is well levigated and contains large and small “grey grits.”
Only one form made with Marmaric Fabric 1 has been identified. Marmaric Fabric 1
seems comparable to Hulin’s White Grit Ware or Limestone Tempered Siltware A.119
Bag-shaped jars. A complete bag-shaped jar and several body sherds were found
near Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham during a survey. The decoration on the complete jar was
similar to ceramics from Bates’ excavations at the Libyan cemetery near Mersa Matruh
(Figure 12).120
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Figure 12: Bag-shaped jar (From: Linda Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: Some Preliminary
Remarks.” Libyan Studies 30 (1999): 12. a and b) from a Marmaric Fabric 1 jar, c) comparative
fragment from Bates’ cemetery).

3.5.2 Marmaric Fabric 2
Marmaric Fabric 2 is coarser than Marmaric Fabric 1. It was made with varying
amounts of chaff, shell temper, hematite, and other black minerals. The pots made from
this fabric are roughly smoothed with no other surface treatment.121 Marmaric Fabric 2 is
most likely equated with Hulin’s Coarseware or Limestone Tempered Siltware B.122
Fiona Simpson asserts that ZURS4/6 and ZURKKIII/1 were both likely made from
Marmaric Fabric 2.123
Open, flat-bottomed bowls. Three large bowls were found at two of the sites
surveyed around Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham. All examples found were manufactured or
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Age Plain Pottery,” 20.
123

Simpson, “Evidence for a Late Bronze Age Libyan Presence,” 57.

118

placed on a coiled circular mat before the leather hard stage, as mat impressions remained
on the bases of the pots.124
Lug-handled bowls. Two lug-handled bowl sherds were also collected during the
surveys near Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham. It is unclear whether they are the same vessel
type as the open, flat-bottomed bowls. The small lug handles were probably decorative,
as they were too small to be used functionally and were not pierced. Similar sherds were
excavated at the Hawa Fteah cave, in level VI (see Figure 13).125
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Graeme Barker, “The Cyrenaican Prehistory Project 2011: Late-Holocene environments and
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a

b

c

Figure 13: Lug-handled pottery (From: a and b) Charles McBurney, The Hawa Fteah
(Cyrenaica) and the Stone Age of the South-EastMediterranean (Cambridge: University
Press, 1967), Pl. IX.6, 5, 8; c) From: Linda Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: New Kingdom and
Later Examples.” Libyan Studies 32 (2001): 69).

Flat-bottomed jars. These jars were the most common form found in Marmaric
Fabric 2. The jars are a closed form with flat bases; round shoulders; and plain, slightly
everted rims. Since only diagnostic pieces of this vessel have been found, decoration on
the body is uncertain. Two of the jars found in Bates’ cemetery, which may be
categorized as flat-bottom jars, had incised wavy line/zig-zag decoration on the neck and
upper body.126
Sondages to the west of the Agora in Cyrene may have also uncovered sherds
from this period. As Libyan ceramic fabrics, form, and surface treatment/decoration did
not evolve from the Neolithic to the Late Bronze Age and the lack of dateable artifacts
found with the sherds, it is impossible to accurately date the pottery.127 The eight sherds
were excavated from under the Hellenistic building at the site and have been tentatively
dated as pre-Greek based on stratigraphy. A majority of the sherds were non-diagnostic,
126

Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: New Kingdom,” 70.

127

Ida Baldassarre, “Tracce dell’abitato prebattiatico,” 24.
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limiting the identification of the pottery to either open or closed forms. All the pottery
was handmade, and most of the sherds were made from well levigated clay with small
stone inclusions and crushed shell temper. The vessels were well fired and were
smoothed and irregularly burnished (see Figure 14).128

128

Ibid., 19-21. She also notes that the Libyan ceramics, while not similar to either the
Egyptian or the Saharan ceramic traditions, do seem similar to early Cretan ceramics.
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Figure 14: Pottery from Cyrene Agora (From: Ida Baldassarre, “Tracce dell’abitato
prebattiatico ad ovest dell’agora di Cirene.” Quaderni di archeologia della Libia 12
(1987): 21, Tav. I).
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3.5.3 Northern Libyan Desert Ware (NLDW)129
The Marmaric Fabrics described above were originally used to classify Libyan
pottery dating to the Late Bronze Age and later; however, the Marmaric fabric
classification is now restricted to Libyan Late Bronze Age ceramics, and later pottery
found in the area is called Shell Tempered Ware. The Shell Tempered Wares are named
after the large amounts of sand-sized crushed shell temper (marine and land snail) added
to the paste.130 Recently, new surveys in the area have clarified and extended Hulin’s
foundational research.131 Five different fabrics have been collected and identified, and
these are designated as “Northern Libyan Desert Ware” (NLDW). NLDW may or may
not include Hulin’s Shell Temper Ware, and though NLDW is also applicable to the Late
Bronze Age sherds found during the survey, NLDW could not be linked to Marmaric
Fabrics 1 and 2, as Hulin distinguished the fabrics as applying to only Late Bronze
Age/New Kingdom pottery and inapplicable to ceramics dating earlier or later.132 Based
on comparisons to earlier studies, NLDW can also describe and apply to Libyan ceramics
made in earlier periods. At present, however, they are known to have been primarily

129

Linda Hulin, “Western Marmarica Coastal Survey, Libya.” Journal of Ancient
Egyptian Interconnections 4, no. 4 (2012): 16; Rieger, Vetter, Möller, “Desert Dwellers,” 172;
Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 11.
130

Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: New Kingdom,” 75; Hulin, “Marsa Matruh 1987;” John
Riley, “Sidi Khrebish – A Note on the Coarse Pottery.” Libyan Studies 4 (1972-73): 19, notes that
the grit in the ceramics was large, circular flakes of “segmented spiral fossil remains,” (possibly
ammonites) when split apart. These shells make up the majority of the sand in the area. White,
“Before the Greeks Came,” 36; Hulin, “Some Preliminary Remarks,” 12. Hulin also mentions
dark grits, and large charcoal inclusions as tempering agents.
131

Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 11.
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Ibid., 12. They may still be related and, hopefully with more research and access to
Marmaric Fabric sherds, considered earlier examples of NLDW.
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produced and found in the Classical and Roman Periods.133 The pottery was, and
continued to be, handmade until the late 20th century CE, and decoration, always incised,
was normally restricted to the neck and upper body of the jars.134
3.5.4 SH 1 (Shell Tempered Ware A)
This fabric mainly contains sand-sized calcite, a few shells, black inclusions, and
some red powdery inclusions. The inclusions are visible on the surface of the ceramic,
which was burnished.135 Hulin found only undiagnostic sherds from open forms.136
However, new forms are exclusively associated with this fabric.
Jars and handled jars with an inverted rim. This form was encountered most
often during survey and excavation. No complete jars or profiles were collected, though
enough diagnostics were found to note that there were two types: jars with an incurved,
plain rim and jars with an incurved rim that was thicker on the inside, or stepped on the
inside. Both types of jars were collected with and without handles, which were usually
“thin, horizontal bars…with rounded or reverted ends…sometimes with a chain of
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Hulin, “Marsa Matruh 1987,” 116; Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: Some Preliminary
Remarks,” 11. She mentions that these ceramics are not comparable to the ceramics found by
Bates during his excavations of the local cemetery. The sherds were not available for a direct
comparison, though for a discussion, see White, “Before the Greeks Came,” 32-34; Bates,
“Archaic Burials,” 158-165; Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: New Kingdom,” 75. This is also similar to
the Hellenistic and Roman ceramic fabrics found at Berenice, in Cyrene – the only difference is
that the some of the fabrics were created from fossiliferous clays, while others just contained
either “a quantity of” or “moderate proportion[s]” of shell and limestone (John Riley, “The
Benghazi Local Pottery Fabrics,” in Excavations at Sidi Khrebesh, Bengazi (Berenice), Volume
II, ed. J. A. Lloyd, Supplements to Libya Antiqua – V- Vol. II (Tripoli: Socialist People’s Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya Secretariat of Education, Department of Antiquities, 1977), 93-97.
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Rieger, Vetter, Möller, “Desert Dwellers,” 172; Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan
Desert Ware,” 19-23.
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Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 13.
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Hulin, “Marsa Matruh 1987,” 115.
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notches for decoration.”137 Two jars showed a type of lug handle, which may have
belonged to a closed storage form, though there is not enough evidence as of now to
support this statement (see Figure 15).138

a

b

Figure 15: SH 1 and jar with an inverted rim (From: Anna-Katharina Rieger and Heike
Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware: Some New Thoughts on ‘Shell Tempered Ware’
and Other Handmade Pottery from the Eastern Marmarica (northwest Egypt).” Libyan
Studies 43 (2012): a) page 13, photo by H. Möller, b) page 18).

3.5.5 SH 2 (Shell Tempered Ware B)
This fabric was the most common local fabric collected during the site survey by
Hulin, who noted that fabric contained numerous shell inclusions.139 The fabric is
tempered with sand-sized calcite, some shell, and grog. Inclusions for all subtypes can be
seen on the surface of the sherds. Subtype SH 2A is hard fired, and contains yellow
inclusions (which may be burned calcite) added to the paste with the temper noted above.

137

Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 15.

138

Ibid.

139

Hulin, “Marsa Matruh 1987,” 116.
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Subtype SH 2B contained chaff added with the above noted temper. Subtype SH 2C
contained small, white, sub-rounded sand in addition to the temper noted above.140
Round-bellied jars with an everted rim. Round-bellied jars were made from
this fabric (it was the second most common fabric with the form), with a flared neck,
squared off, straight, or slightly rounded rim, and a round belly that Rieger and Möller
hypothesize ended in a round base.141 The jars had traces of soot and grime on their
exteriors and were likely used as cooking pots.142 The jars are decorated with an incised
band below the neck, which in some examples extended over the upper body. Some
sherds show traces of a black slip (see Figure 16).143
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Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 13.
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Ibid., 15; Hulin, “Bronze Age Plain Pottery,” 94, only found flat bottomed jars. As the
majority of the jars found were made from SH 3, see below, figure 17, for picture.
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Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 15. Most of the jars had soot
marks on the exterior.
143

White, “Before the Greeks Came,” 36-7.
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Figure 16: SH 2 and lug-handled jar (From: Anna-Katharina Rieger and Heike Möller,
“Northern Libyan Desert Ware: Some New Thoughts on ‘Shell Tempered Ware’ and
Other Handmade Pottery from the Eastern Marmarica (northwest Egypt).” Libyan Studies
43 (2012): 13, 18 photo by H. Möller).

3.5.6 SH 3 (Shell Tempered Ware C)
This is the last shell-tempered ware that was found. The sand-sized shell temper
was much finer than the other fabrics and may have been ground manually before being
added.144 The other temper and inclusions are similar to SH 2. All inclusions were visible
on the surface of the sherds, which are burnished. SH 3A and 3B do not have grog
inclusions, but SH 3B has red-black and powdery yellow temper. Many round-bellied jars
described above were created from this fabric.145
Bowls. Four bowls were found, three of which were made from SH 3. Two of the
bowls had small lug handles. Rim diameter varied between 20 and 40 cm. All the bowls
were roughly smoothed (see Figure 17).146
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Hulin, “Marsa Matruh 1987,” 116; Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert

Ware,” 13.
145

Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 13, 15. Thirty-five round bellied
jar sherds were found during the survey.
146

Ibid., 15, 18. The last bowl was made from SH1. As most of the bowls are made from
SH3, Rieger and Möller classified bowls as being a predominantly SH3 form.
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Figure 17: SH3, round bellied jars with an everted rim, and bowl (From: Anna-Katharina
Rieger and Heike Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware: Some New Thoughts on ‘Shell
Tempered Ware’ and Other Handmade Pottery from the Eastern Marmarica (northwest
Egypt).” Libyan Studies 43 (2012): 13, 14, 18, photo by H. Möller).
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3.5.7 FW1
FW1 was the first fabric found with no visible shell temper. Instead, reddish
powdery inclusions, quartz sand, white opaque sand grains, and chaff were added to the
paste. The ware was reduced, firing to a dark brown or black.147
3.5.8 FW2(2)
This fabric also has no visible shell temper. It contains quartz sand grains as well
as reddish and yellow-white powdery temper. All temper was visible on the surface of the
sherd, which was often white slipped.148 Both types of jars were found in FW 1 and FW
2(2) fabrics. At present, no bowls have been found in either FW fabric (see Figure 18).149

Figure 18: FW1 and FW2(2) (From: Anna-Katharina Rieger and Heike Möller, “Northern
Libyan Desert Ware: Some New Thoughts on ‘Shell Tempered Ware’ and Other
Handmade Pottery from the Eastern Marmarica (northwest Egypt).” Libyan Studies 43
(2012): 13, photo by H. Möller).
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Ibid., 13.
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Ibid., 15.
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Ibid., 15, 18.
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The fabrics and forms noted above are fairly uniform with regard to tempering,
firing style, form, and decoration from the Prehistoric Period to the 20th century CE. 150
There are fewer variations in Libyan fabrics and forms, which is consistent with mobile
populations. Libyan ceramic culture, as noted above, does not employ appliqués (applied
decorations) other than decorative lugs, and surface treatment/decoration was sparse and
consisted of incised designs and some polishing. Painted or slipped sherds were
nonexistent until later periods.151 It is possible that a lack of a large pottery corpus is
because the Libyans used other kinds of vessels for drinking, storage, cooking and eating.
For example, ostrich eggs, which the Libyans traded during the Late Bronze Age, could
have been used to store liquids and powders, or as a serving vessel.152 As excavations in
Libya continue, it is possible that other forms may be added to this very small corpus.
Ceramic imports at Mersa Matruh and Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham were also a part
of both ceramic corpora. As Mersa Matruh was a major hub for Mediterranean trade,
pottery from Cyprus, Mycenae, Crete, the Levant, and Egypt were identified during
excavations.153 Most of the ceramics found at the site suggest that contact between Libya
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Knapp, “Thera Frescoes,” 258; McBurney, Haua Fteah, 312, notes that the ceramics
in Libya, unlike their Egyptian counterparts, were fairly stable in terms of forma and ware. Santo
Tinè, “Ceramica Prebattiaca nell’area Cirenca.” Quaderni di Archeologia della Libia 12 (1987):
16, notes that the arrival of the Greeks changed Libyan ceramics, but ceramics were similar in
fabric and form from the Prehistoric until then; Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert
Ware,” 30.
151

McBurney, Haua Fteah, 312.
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Conwell, “On Ostrich Eggs and Ancient Libyans,” 30. For information about other
types of containers, especially gourds, see above, Footnote 89.
153

White, “Provisional Evidence,” 3 White, Marsah Matruh II. Conwell, “On Ostrich
Eggs and Ancient Libyans,” 33 states, “…the excavations recovered an abundance of pottery
manufactured outside of Egypt, with Cyprus as the main source.” Also, see: Hulin, “Marsa
Matruh 1987,” 120-1. The Cypriot pottery found in the area is varied and dates to the Late Bronze
Age, around the 18th-19th Dynasties. Some of the Cypriot pottery found was fine wares, such as

130

and the Mediterranean – especially the Aegean – was regular, and the variety of foreign
and local ceramics present a type of semi-permanent settlement, rather than a storage and
transport area.154 At Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham, Egyptian, East Aegean, Cypriot, and
Canaanite vessels were found during the excavations.155 The large amount of imports at

Base Ring, White Slip, Monochrome, Black Slip, and Red Lustrous, while the rest was Plain
White and Painted White Wheelmade jars. (Hulin, “Bronze Age Plain Pottery,” 17ff). However,
she notes that much of the pottery at Mersa Matruh was made locally, and was associated with the
metalworking, possibly undermining White’s assertion that Cypriot workers were smelting the
bronze, even though the site was predominantly Cypriot in style (29). Hulin (“Marsa Matruh
1987,” 124) notes that the amount of Canaanite storage jars found is slightly less than all of the
Cypriot storage vessels put together.
154

Pamela Russell, in White, Marsa Matruh II, 5. Russell states that most of the Cypriot
vessels found – cups and bowls – were for domestic activities. Fewer storage or transport vessels
were uncovered. Based on the large amount of domestic pottery, some sort of settlement existed
at Mersa Matruh. This perhaps mixed ethnic semi-permanent settlement directly contrasts with
settlements in Egypt, where most imported vessels are storage containers. White, (Marsa Matruh
I, pg, White, various) White states that the site was colonized by Cypriot sailors who used the
island to make copper and trade with the locals (crucibles were found at the site, with evidence of
melted metal in them), but there is no evidence that they are of Cypriot origin or that they were
using the crucibles. It is entirely possible that Libyans knew how to smelt bronze (see: Thomas E.
Levy, “Pastoral Nomads and Iron age Metal Production in Ancient Edom,” in Nomads, Tribes,
and the State in the Ancient Near East: Cross-Disciplinary Perspectives, ed. Jeffrey Szuchman.
Oriental Institute Seminars Number 5 (Chicago: The Oriental Institute of the University of
Chicago, 2009), 154) and used either pre-made Cypriot ceramics or organic containers such as
ostrich eggs (shell pieces were found in copious amounts). Hulin, however, argues that the
Libyans would have had some knowledge of metal working, as they used metal to trade with
other countries. Therefore, they would need to know how to refashion/fix their metal objects. She
cites the same crucibles mentioned above as evidence that the Libyans possessed a “pragmatic
knowledge” of metal work, which seems more likely (Hulin, “Pragmatic Technology and the
Libyan Bronze Age,” 18-21; Lucia Vagnetti, “How far did White Slip Pottery Travel? Some
Evidence from Italy and from the Libyan Coast,” in The White Slip Ware of Late Bronze Age
Cyprus: proceedings of an international conference organized by the Anastasios G. Leventis
Foundation, Nicosia, 2001 (Vien: Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2001), 101105).
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Steven Snape, “Imported Pottery at Zawiyet Umm el-Rakham: Preliminary Report.”
Bulletin de Liaison du Groupe International d’Etude de la Ceramique Egyptienne 21(2000): 1722; Susanna Thomas, “Imports at Zawiyet Umm al-Rakham,” in: Egyptology at the Dawn of the
twenty-first century: Proceedings of the Eighth International Congress of Egyptologists Cairo,
2000, Volume I: Archaeology, ed. Zahi Hawass, in collaboration with Lyla Pinch Brock (Cairo:
American University in cairo Press, 2003), 522-529; Steven Snape, “Zawiyet Umm el-Rakham
and Egyptian Foreign Trade in the 13th Century BC,” in: ΠΛΟΕΣ…Sea Routes…:
Interconnections in the Mediterranean 16th-6th c. BC: Proceedings of the International
Symposium held at Rethymnon, Crete, September 29th-October 2nd 2002, ed Nicholas Chr.
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the site may confirm that Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham was a large trading post as well as a
fortress along the Mediterranean coastline.156 Because of their proximity, it is likely that
the people at Mersa Matruh and Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham were connected or at least
familiar with one another. White posits that traders from Cyprus and the Aegean may
have stopped at Bates’ Island at Mersa Matruh to unload their cargo. The goods were
then brought over the desert by the semi-nomadic Libyans to the fortress.157
The ceramics from Mersa Matruh, Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham, and Cyrenaica
detailed above are part of the Capsian tradition, a designation which loosely encompases
all of the local pottery found in Libya (from the Prehistoric Period to the Greco-Roman
Period).158 The pottery in the Capsian tradition describes handmade vessels, tempered
with ground/crushed shell and limestone (in varying sizes), and irregularly fired. Small
rounded vessels, such as bowls and jars with rounded bases, were most prevalent in the
early corpus, though continued to be made and used throughout Libyan habitation in the
area. Lug handles were added to both bowls and jars. Surface decoration was limited to
Stampolidis and Vassos Karageorghis (Athens: University of Crete and A.G. Leventis
Foundation, 2003), 63-70.
156

Steven Snape, “Neb-Re and the Heart of Darkness: Latest Discoveries from Zawiyet
Umm el-Rakham (Egypt),” Antiquity 75 (2001): 19. However, there is no evidence as yet of a
harbor at the site, nor was one uncovered during excavations.
157

White, “Multum in Parvo: Bate’s Island,” 82. He also states that more connections
may have occurred, but due to the heavy tourism around Mersa Matruh, there is no feasible way
to conduct a mainland excavation and that the archaeological evidence may have been damaged
(p. 73). Additional contact between the Aegean and Cyrenaica during the Bronze Age also existed
– a Late Bronze III Aegean ceramic flask fragment was excavated near the Agora at Cirene
(Lidiano Bacchielli, “Contatti fra Libya e Mondo Egeo nell’eta del Bronzo: una Conferma.”
Rendiconti – Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei, Classe di scienze morali 34, no. 3-4 (1979): 163168).
158

The term “Capsian tradition” was named after the earliest inhabitants in the area,
which were found at the site of Capsa (modern day Cafsa). Jehan Desanges, “The proto-Berbers,”
in General History of African II: Ancient Civilizations of Africa, ed. G. Mokhtar (California:
Heinemann, UNESCO, 2000), 424.
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pebble burnishing or incised decoration/stippling. Later, pots were also slipped. While the
Capsian tradition began in the Neolithic, it continued with little change to the GrecoRoman Period.
3.6 Summary
The four provinces of Libya, beginning at the western edge of the Nile Delta,
were inhabited by several semi-nomadic agropastoralist tribes who practiced various
types of mobility, pastoralism, and agriculture. Their identity was defined by the terrain
and their economy and was fairly uniform, with regional differences visible in the
Egyptian historical and artistic material/sources.159 Artifacts dating to the Neolithic have
been attested at different sites within the country, and material evidence has been found
through to the Iron Age.160 By the Late Bronze Age, some Libyan tribes were trading
with Egypt, Crete, Cyprus, the Levant, and the Aegean.161
Unlike their Egyptian neighbors to the east, who were connected with the Levant,
Mesopotamia, and Nubia, coastal Libya was connected with Crete, Cyprus, and the
Aegean. Inland Libyans, through their migration patterns, were connected with the
Aegean states and the Saharan cultures.162 The close relationship between Libya and the
Aegean is most likely due to the easy sailing from the Aegean south to the Libyan
159

Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 22, 29, note similarities in the
pottery from their survey, which indicates a semi-nomadic agropastoralist culture, reflected at
Tocra, Benghazi, Carthage, and in the Fezzan.
160

At Mersa Matruh, incised Ostrich shell and stone tools date habitation to prehistoric
origins. Later, a cemetery dating to the Late Bronze Age was also discovered at the site, as well
as ceramics dating to Middle Kingdom/Early New Kingdom (White, “Before the Greeks Came,”
36). For more information, see Chapter 2.2, History of Egypt and Libya.
161

O’Connor, “New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period,” 273; Ibid, “Nature of the
Tjemhu,” 63-66.
162

White, “Provisional Evidence,” 3.
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coastline, and then coast running eastwards until reaching Egypt and the Levant. This trip
could be done easily between May to October and then manually rowed for the return trip
home.163 Even though Libyans interacted with different cultures from both Africa and the
Mediterranean, as evidenced above, they created, retained, and maintained their own
identity.
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For bibliography, see Chapter 2.2, History of Egypt and Libya, n. 75.
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CHAPTER 4
THE LATE NEW KINGDOM AND THIRD INTERMEDIATE PERIOD
POTTERY FROM MENDES
This chapter will describe and classify the Mendes ceramics from the Third
Intermediate Period, much of which has yet to be published.1 While ceramic analysis and
methodology has been discussed, defined, and categorized for some periods in Egyptian
history, there are still problems when evaluating pottery that falls outside of the ceramic
conventions created for these specific periods.2 Because ceramics are important material
evidence of Egyptian culture and lifestyle, it is necessary to create a clear explanation of
the parameters used in research and classification.3
Ceramics can help determine the date of a site, a building, or a specific locus;
scientific and chemical analyses of whole vessels and some sherds can demonstrate what
1

This section is a brief introduction to the variables used in this study. For a more
detailed explanation of ceramic typological elements/definitions, see: Aston, Die Keramik des
Grabungsplatzes Q1; Dorothea Arnold and Janine Bourriau (eds), An Introduction to Ancient
Egyptian Pottery, Deutsches Archäologisches Institut Abteilung Kairo Sonderschrift 17 (Mainz:
Philipp von Zabern, 1993); Aston, Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period Pottery;
Prudence Rice, Pottery Analysis: A Sourcebook (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1987); Anna O. Shepard, Ceramics for the Archaeologist (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Institution
of Washington, 1956); Wodzińska, Manual of Egyptian Pottery.
2

Currently, the Vienna System, the fabric typology and terminology created in 1981, is
used as the basis for most ceramic study in Egypt. However, the Vienna System was based on
ceramics dated to the Middle and New Kingdoms and is not always applicable to the earlier and
later periods (Hans-Åke Nordström and Janine Bourriau, “Fascicle 2: Ceramic Technology: Clays
and Fabrics,” in An Introduction to Ancient Egyptian Pottery, ed. Dorothea Arnold and Janine
Bourriau, Deutsches Archäologisches Institut Abteilung Kairo Sonderschrift 17 (Mainz: Philipp
von Zabern, 1993), 169-170). While this problem has been noted frequently by ceramicists in the
field, it has been agreed that the Vienna System will be referred to and equated with other fabric
systems used in any excavation in Egypt (“Final Discussion and Closing Session.” Vienna II:
Ancient Egyptian Ceramics in the 21st Century, Vienna, Austria, May 14-19, 2012). Therefore,
though the fabric classification used in this study will mostly conform to the Vienna system,
fabrics found specifically at Mendes will be described in detail (see below, 4.1)
3

This classification will use Aston’s formulae (Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes
Q1, 42-43), one of which determines whether a vessel is open or closed (the Aperture Index), and
the other which determines the type of form (Vessel Index).
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types of foodstuffs or other products were being traded/imported, stored, cooked, eaten,
or used in a vessel; they can help locate the source of the clay or temper for research on
raw materials, formation techniques and pottery technology; and ceramic shapes, surface
treatments, and decoration can help indicate wealth, power, and social status, as well as
important aspects about politics, culture, and exchange. Most importantly, ceramics can
be used as markers for ethnicity and cultural distinctions.4 Every culture has its own
methods for pottery production and use, and the different ceramics – with regard to
fabric, form, and surface treatment or decoration – can denote different cultural factors.
In order to create a thorough classification, the vessels in this study will be sorted
according to three main criteria: form, fabric, and surface treatment or decoration. Each
ceramic vessel uses a specific recipe of clay and added material, a purpose, and
modification for enhanced functionality or design.5
4.1 Describing Ceramics
4.1.1 Fabric and ware
The fabric from which a pot is made is created by combining plastics (clay based
materials that can be shaped using force), non-plastic materials, and water.6 These
4

Skibo noted, “… [The] cooking pot may serve sociofunctions, in that it may have
morphological characteristics unique to a certain group of households or a region and therefore
symbolize group membership, but it still must be able to perform as a cooking vessel at an
acceptable level” (James Skibo, Pottery Function: A Use-Alteration Perspective, Interdisciplinary
Contributions to Archaeology (New York: Plenum Press, 1992), 34).
5

For example, water-jars and cooking pots have different forms and are made out of
different clay materials. Water jars are porous, allowing water to “sweat” out of the jar to allow
for cooling, and are fairly brittle. In contrast, a cooking pot is less porous and more plastic to
allow for rapid expansion and cooling before, during, and after cooking (Skibo, Pottery Function,
34).
6

Hans-Åke Nordström, “The Significance of Pottery Fabrics,” in Under the Potter’s
Tree: Studies on Ancient Egypt Presented to Janine Bourriau on her 70th Birthday, ed. David
Aston, Bettina Bader, Carla Gallorini, Paul Nicholson, and Sarah Buckingham, Orientalia
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components are usually obtained from various sources and combined by the potter.
Different clays (plastics) create different types of vessels. The clay is usually mined from
specific sources and crushed, screened, soaked, and levigated7 to remove larger particles.
The materials left after the preparations are clay particles and inclusions (naturally
occurring substances, both organic and inorganic, that may have been left deliberately in
the clay or were small enough to pass through the screening process).8
There are two commonly used plastics in ancient Egyptian pottery: Nile Silt9 and
Marl clays. Nile Silt fires at lower temperatures (600-800˚ F) and Marl clays at higher
temperatures (850-1050˚F).10 Nile Silts are iron-rich minerals which are mined from Nile
mud, and fire to a red, brown, or orange color. Inclusions in the clay usually include fine
sand-sized (.063-2mm) particles of felsic materials such as quartz or feldspars. Marl
clays, by contrast, are calcitic clays that are created from weathered calcite-rich minerals.
Sand-sized limestone particles are the most common inclusion in marl clays. Marl fabrics
usually fire to a pink, or light orange color, but can also fire to a white or yellow/green

Lovaniensia Analecta, 204 (Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters, 2001), 725. Nordström adds that fabric
includes all the features of the ceramic material, including temper or inclusions, that an
archaeologist or ceramicist can see with a hand lens or with the naked eye.
7

Levigation (the act of levigating) is agitating the mined clay in water to separate the
clay and silt particles from the larger non-plastics that are usually found with clay, such as
pebbles or organic matter. The larger particles will settle first, and the smaller clay and silt
particles settle last.
8

Nordström, “The Significance of Pottery Fabrics,” 204.

9

While silt refers geologically to a certain particle size, it is usually used in Egyptian
ceramic terminology to denote the type of groundmass (Rice, Pottery Analysis, 38-39).
10

Aston, Late New Kingdom Pottery, 2.
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color. The calcium salts in the clay often rise to the surface of the vessel during firing,
creating a light colored “scum.”11
The term “tempering” (deliberately added inclusions), is one that has been used
by anthropologists and archaeologists and is used to describe a potter’s action of adding
non-plastics to a clay matrix.12 Different non-plastics may be included, depending on the
purpose of the pot. Most vessels contain some organic material such as ash, straw, or
chaff so that the pores created by the burnt out organics can release trapped steam during
firing.13 Dung (which includes plant material) may also have been added to create a more
plastic clay or to control excessive shrinkage during drying, or different clays were mixed
together to create the necessary amount of workability.14 The resulting mixture of clay
particles, inclusions, temper, and water create the fabric of the vessel, or “the potter’s
paste after firing.”15

11

Scum is the term used to describe the reaction rim created around the outer surface of a
marl fabric vessel. Sodium iodide (NaCl) included in marl clays will rise to the surface during
firing and react with the calcium in the clay, temper, and inclusions, creating a light colored
coating on the surface of the pot (Rice, Pottery Analysis, 88, 389).
12

Owen Rye, Pottery Technology: Principles and Reconstruction, Volume 4: Manuals on
Archaeology (Washington: Taraxacum, 2002), 32-35. Examples of tempering materials are:
crushed limestone/shell/bone, grog (crushed sherds), organics/plant material, silicates, salts, other
minerals and rocks. All of these (except for grog) could occur naturally in the clay, making them
natural inclusions. Some could also be added with the water (Orton, Tyers, and Vince, Pottery in
Archaeology, 115). Therefore, it is important to note what the local vegetation and geology, as
these materials may occur naturally in the clay (though at times, that knowledge may be
unhelpful).
13

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 118-119.

14

Rye, Pottery Technology, 31.

15

Janine Bourriau, Paul Nicholson, and Pamela Rose, “Pottery,” in Ancient Egyptian
Materials and Technology, ed. Paul Nicholson and Ian Shaw (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2000), 125, 128.
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Both Silt and Marl fabrics are classified according to temper and inclusions.
Currently in the study of ancient Egyptian ceramics, the Vienna System is often used to
distinguish different fabrics, which are subdivided into: Nile A, B1, B2, C, D, E, and
Marl A, B, C, D.16 Other possibilities are mixed-clay fabrics, though they are relatively
hard to identify with a hand lens and usually require microscopic petrographic analysis.
Their classification is based primarily on mixture with respect to firing temperatures and
times, color, and temper types, which may vary.17
Ware. A ware is based on a combination of certain features, such as function,
decoration, paste composition (fabric), surface treatment or color, form, firing technology
and duration, and geographical location.18 The resulting ware concept and system has
become mainstream in Egyptological and Old World ceramic discussion, though the
designation was originally created for use in New World archaeology. The ware system
denotes the method of creating a type-variety system for ceramics at a site. While the
term is only used in Egyptian archaeology for well researched and well-known vessels
that have little to no variation in the above categories (Meidum Ware)19, the ware system

16

The Vienna System was created in order to achieve a base level of consistency in
determining ceramic fabrics in the field across excavations in Egypt. Nile A, B, and C were
divided based on the amount on non-plastics in the clay matrix (sand and straw). Nile D is
classified by the groundmass (which looks similar to a Nile A), but has limestone temper or
inclusions, and Nile E (relatively rare in this study), is distinguished by the large amounts of
varying sized sand grains in the clay matrix. The marl fabrics are distinguished by similar criteria.
For more information on the Vienna System and individual alterations per site, see: Nordström
and Bourriau, “Fascicle 2: Ceramic Technology,” 168-182. For more information on the
Mendesian clay and Mendes-specific fabric classification, see below, section 4.1.
17

For more information on analyzing and identifiying mixed fabric, see: Nordström and
Bourriau, “Fascicle 2: Ceramic Technology,” 166. Ceramic imports are also found during
excavations; however, their classification is determined by location and analysis from their place
of origin, and will therefore not be covered in detail in this study.
18

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 287.
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has been applied to Libyan ceramic analyses. Though the term “ware” is used and will be
defined for the Libyan pottery described in this study, the analysis of Egyptian pottery
will focus on fabric typology.
4.1.2 Forming techniques and manufacture20
The form of the vessel determines its function, and is one of the main variables in
a classification. Vessels are usually created by hand or by rotation. There are multiple
techniques used in hand-shaping a vessel: the pot can be “drawn,” where the vessel is
formed by manipulating a lump of clay, or shaped by pinching, stretching, squeezing, and
punching the clay into the desired form.21 The clay could be formed into slabs which are
joined together to create the vessel. Coiling is also used by rolling the clay into a rope and
building the vessel walls according to circumference and height.22 The coils can either be
smoothed or left defined. Finally, the vessel can be molded over a form or existing shape,
such as a bowl, or created from fusing shapes together from moldings, like a pilgrim

19

Aston notes, “the ware concepts…are both subjective and imprecise…and since no
Egyptian clays were ever utilized to produce only one vessel form, a ware based on shape is
clearly injudicious… terms such as ‘coarse ware’ are clearly influenced by the coarseness of the
clay out of which the pot is made. There is, however, a perfectly good word, ‘Fabric’…and in this
case, the use of the word ware is a misnomer” (Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes Q1, 30).
20

The pottery in this study will be divided according to form, then fabric, and then
decoration and surface treatment. While the Libyan pottery was classified by fabric, then shape,
and finally surface treatment/decoration, each ceramic factor will be compared individually in
Chapter 5. This will eliminate any possible issues that may be created by the different
classification techniques in both countries.
21

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 125; Dorothea Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions
of Manufacture in the Pottery of Ancient Egypt,” in An Introduction to Ancient Egyptian Pottery,
ed. Dorothea Arnold and Janine Bourriau (Mainz am Rhein: Verlag Philipp von Zabern, 1993),
15-16.
22

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 127; Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions,” 29.
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flask.23 After this primary formation, the pot may have been further shaped by scraping,
trimming, smoothing, or texturing. The vessel may also be paddled or beaten – where a
wet or leather-hard jar (a jar that is dried but still retains enough moisture to be altered) is
modified, usually with an anvil and paddle.24 Libyan vessels were built using all of these
methods, though not enough information exists to determine whether any method was
consistently employed, or if specific vessel forms were created by using certain
techniques.25
In the Third Intermediate Period, most Egyptian vessels were wheel thrown. The
wheel may have been turned by hand, or by kick wheel.26 A lump of clay was first
centered on the wheel head, and as the clay was drawn upwards, the vessel was shaped by
hand using centrifugal force. The vessel was then removed from the wheel, and the base
was formed by trimming or by cutting the pot with a string.27 Rims were either built with
the vessel on the wheel, or added later.

23

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 125; Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions,” 20-27.

24

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 137; Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions,” 17-20.

25

Simpson, “Evidence for a Late Bronze Age Libyan Presence,” 40; Hulin, “Marsa
Matruh 1987,” 115; Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: Preliminary Remarks,” 12, 14; Hulin, “Marmaric
Wares: New Kingdom,” 67, 69; Rieger and Moller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware,” 12. Hulin
further specifies that some of the vessels retain coil marks and mat marks on the bottom, which
may have been imprinted during the drying stage. For more information about local Libyan
pottery manufacture, see Chapter 3.5.
26

Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions,” 49-51, 56-63. The kick wheel was
previously thought to have been a Late Period innovation, but an earlier pictoral example dated to
Ramesses II’s reign have recently been discovered (building inscription, eastern architrave of the
courtyard at Luxor Temple). David Klotz, “The Earliest Representation of a Potter’s Kick-Wheel
in Egypt,” Égypte Nilotique et Méditerranéenne 6 (2013): 169-176. http://recherche.univmontp3.fr/egyptologie/enim/. Accessed February 26th, 2014.
27

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 129.
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Many of these techniques can be and are used together. For example, larger
vessels may have their base thrown on a wheel, the body made by coiling or slab
construction and paddling, and the rim, handles, or bases added separately. Once the
vessels are formed, they are air dried to the leather-hard stage, trimmed, given
attachments (such as handles, bases, or appliqués) and a surface treatment, decoration, or
both. Vessel construction may allow archaeologists to identify a particular period (e.g.,
whether all of the ceramics are wheel-thrown or not), or the use of specific manufacturing
techniques by a certain workshop or potter.
There were two forms of vessels created using these methods: open vessels and
restricted (closed) vessels.28 An open vessel has an orifice (mouth) that is close to the
maximum body diameter; a restricted vessel has an orifice that is less than the maximum
body diameter. By dividing the maximum body diameter by the aperture opening, which
is the diameter of the pot measured at the top of the body, the aperture index can be
calculated to determine whether the vessel is open or closed.29 Similarly, a vessel index
can be calculated by dividing the maximum body diameter by the height of the pot to
determine the type of open or closed form.30
28

For an overview of the use of equations to determine open or closed forms, see: David
Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes Q1, 42-43.
29

Ibid., 42, 212. The equation is: Mass Body Diameter (MBD)/Aperture (AP)*100. If the
Aperture Index (AI) is greater than 140, the vessel is closed; if it is less than 140, the vessel is
open.
30

Ibid., 43. The Vessel Index (VI) equation is MBD/Height (H)*100. For open forms, if
the VI is less than 125, it is a beaker. If it is between 125 and 275, the pot is a bowl, between 275
and 500, the pot is a dish, and if the VI is greater than 500, it is a plate. For closed forms, if the VI
is less than 50, the pot is a slender jar. Between 50 and 90, it is a tall jar, a globular jar if it is
between 90 and 115, and if it is greater than 115, the vessel is a squat jar. However, certain forms,
such as a beer jar, pilgrim flask, and bread plates, and meat jars, are (whether wrongly or
correctly identified), are named as such for certain descriptive qualities or based on textual and
historical information.
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4.1.3 Surface treatment and decoration
Surface treatments are forming techniques applied to the vessel while it is either
still plastic (wet) or at the leather-hard stage.31 While some surface treatments can be
considered decorative, many are applied to supplement the functionality of a pot.32 There
are many types of surface treatment: color additions such as a wash (covering the vessel
with a thin coat of pigment after firing) or a slip (a thin suspension of clay in water
applied over the vessel by painting, pouring, or wiping); wet smoothing (wiping the
vessel walls with a wet hand or cloth); burnishing (rubbing the exterior of a vessel with a
hard object, such as a stick or a pebble); and polishing (rubbing the vessel with a softer
object, such as a cloth).33
Decoration. Conversely, decoration may have no functional purpose; it is used
solely to add a design element to the pot. Unlike fabric, ceramic decoration can be the
main indicator of date, site, and ethnicity. It is visible, does not require any type of lab or
field tools, and can easily be identified by archaeologists with minimal training in
ceramic analysis. Decoration can be added to a pot when it is wet, at the leather-hard
stage, or after firing. There are three main types of decorative techniques: decoration that
is applied to the surface of the vessel, decoration that displaces surface clay on the vessel,
and deforming the vessel by hand (such as pressing the vessel into a mold).
31

Orton, Tyers, and Vince, Pottery in Archaeology, 126.

32

Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI, 30. In Aston’s study, the term “ware” is
defined as a surface treatment. Aston’s terminology will not be used here; for further discussion
of the word, please see above.
33

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 144, 151; Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI, 30-33;
Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions,” 85-86. A self-slip, which is using the same clay
from which the vessel has been created as a slip, is often hard to determine, as wet-smoothing a
vessel would produce the same effect. In this study, the term “self-slip” will be used in
conjunction with “wet-smoothed.”
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There are many methods of adding decoration to a finished pot. For example, the
vessel can be painted with a colorant, pigment, or glaze. These colorations can be added
as a design element or motif, in bands, to part or parts of the vessel, or over the entire
surface.34 An appliqué can also be added to the surface through either a “slip and score”
process (marking or scoring the vessel and the appliqué with two slashes resembling an
“X,” applying slip or clay slurry, and fitting the two together) or by only applying a thin
coat of slip or clay slurry.35 These appliqués can then be painted to be distinguished from
the rest of the vessel.
Surface penetrating/impressing decorations includes: incising, stamping,
combing, rouletting, rocker stamping, fenestration (creating a design by cutting out parts
of the vessel wall) or punctuation (creating a hole in the vessel wall).36 Each of these
techniques uses tools that cut or gouge the clay from the surface of the vessel to create a
design. These types of decoration can be used in conjunction with any other type of
surface treatment or decoration. While vessel design elements can help in determining
ethnicity (for example, by using different patterns or motifs), it may also be a noncorrelating variable – many cultures replicate designs found on imports, and when used
alone as a diagnostic feature, can lead an archaeologist to incorrect conclusions. By
34

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 232, 148-149; Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions,”
95-100. Pigment is the material used to color or paint (the application of the pigment) the pot,
while colorants are materials with “chemical elements that contribute color to a mixture” (Rice,
Pottery Analysis, 148). For example, many metals can be used as colorants. Technically, a slip or
a wash can be classified as a decoration; however, as they reduce permeability in a vessel, they
are classified in this study as a surface treatment. For the complete list of surface treatments, see
above; for an overview of ancient Egyptian pigments, see Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and
Traditions,” 100-102.
35

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 148.

36

Rice, Pottery Analysis, 144; Arnold, “Fascicle 1: Techniques and Traditions,” 88-94.
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finding consistent decorations on excavated ceramics, along with analysis of the clay,
temper, and conclusions to determine their locality, pottery decorations can be
provenanced.
The Libyan migration into Egypt, whether forced or voluntary, was an influx of
settlers into Lower and Middle Egypt. This resulted in a large-scale demographic shift in
these areas. Both Egyptians and Libyans resettled or moved into various cities throughout
the Delta, bringing their local identity into new areas. Because the Libyans distinguished
themselves as a group outside Egyptian society, aspects of a blended material culture,
including pottery, should be visible in the Egyptian archaeological record. The city of
Mendes, in the eastern Nile Delta, is an ideal test site to study the evolution and alteration
of ceramic assemblages from the Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period.37
4.2 Mendesian Clay Sources And Fabric Classification38
Both the local Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period Mendesian
ceramic corpora are mostly made from local alluvial Nile silt (collected from the harbor)
which included large amounts of muscovite and rounded quartz sand. These fabrics also
included limestone, chaff, and straw temper. The Late New Kingdom corpus contains
Marl and mixed clay fabrics, while the Third Intermediate Period collection includes
imports (Levantine), Marl clay fabrics, and mixed clay fabric vessels.39

37

For an overview of the site, please see Appendix A, Mendes.

38

In the ceramic reports from the early excavations, temper and inclusions are noted
separately, as it is often hard to determine the difference between the two. As the corpora from
both the NYU-IFA expedition and the Penn State expedition are unavailable for further study, the
forms are reproduced below as they were described from either already published accounts or
from unpublished drawing and recording sheets.
39

Susan J. Allen, Personal Communication, September 8th, 2011.
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Prior to the creation of the Vienna System, a limited and temporary Mendes fabric
classification divided into nine numbered fabrics was created by the New York
University (NYU) and Institute of Fine Arts (IFA) expedition of 1978-1982 for use in
field recording. For the current study, an effort has been made to correlate these fabrics to
the Vienna System; thus, the fabric notation used here is an adaptation of the Vienna
System.40 Of the nine fabrics identified by the NYU-IFA expedition, six are Nile Silts (1,
3, 5, 6, 7, 9) and all but two can be directly correlated to Vienna System fabrics. The
remaining 3 fabrics (2, 4, 8) are either Marl clays, mixed clay fabrics, or imports. The
Marl typology defined by the Vienna System is used here, as Marl fabrics are found in
low percentages in the Mendes corpora. The variant fabrics not included in the Vienna
System were studied using a 10x hand lens to describe variations in temper and inclusion
percentages. The Vienna System fabrics used in this study will be described as they were
by the founders of the classification with percentages of temper/inclusions noted at
Mendes. The percentages included in this fabric study were determined by the author
using semiquantitative methods by visually estimating the proportions of temper and
inclusions within the clay matrix.41 The fabric typology used in this study is described
below, with the pre-Vienna System fabric number in parentheses.42
NA = Nile A (Not identified at Mendes by Allen). The matrix is made from silty
clay, containing large amounts of fine sand (125-250 µm). Muscovite inclusions and

40

This correlation was made jointly by the author and Susan Allen in 2011.

41

This type of visual estimation is used in petrography in order to determine
mineralogical compositions of igneous rocks. For an overview, see: Harvey Blatt and Robert
Tracy, Petrology: Igneous, Sedimentary, and Metamorphic, Second Edition (New York: W.H.
Freeman and Company, 1996), 67.
42

See Allen, “Pottery,” 15, 17 for an overview of the fabric description.

146

occasional larger sand particles are also found in the groundmass. Small amounts of fine
straw temper may be found in the groundmass, though it is rare. The fabric is medium
hard and moderate to densely porous.43 The Mendes variety of Nile A contains little
visible sand, but a large amount of muscovite, and is usually reserved for finer vessels.
NB1 = Nile B1 (Allen “6,” “7,” “9”). Nile B1, like Nile A, contains a silty matrix,
though it is not as fine as the latter. The main difference between the two is the size and
amount of temper. Nile B1 contains a visually estimated 1-15% of fine chaff, as well as
between 5-10% of fine – medium sized sand particles.44 Very few coarse straw particles
may be visible on the surface or in the paste. Quartz is a common inclusion, and the
grains are usually sub-rounded to rounded. Micaceous inclusions are also common. Nile
B1 is also moderately to densely porous and is soft to medium hard.
NB2 = Nile B2 (Allen “1/3,” “1/5,” “3,” “5”). Often the most common fabric
found at Mendes, and with the largest amount of variation, Nile B2 contains over 20%
fine chaff and fine sand. Additionally, a visually estimated 15% of medium sized sand
particles can be found in the paste, as well as occasional limestone particles, some of
which may be partially decomposed. Sand grains, mostly quartz, tend to be rounded.
Very little coarse straw is added to a Nile B2. The porosity varies between loose to
moderate, and the fabric is medium to hard.45

43

Hans-Åke Nordström and Janine Bourriau, “Fascicle 2: Ceramic Technology: Clays
and Fabrics,” in An Introduction to Ancient Egyptian Pottery, ed. Dorothea Arnold and Janine
Bourriau, Deutches Archäologisches Institut Abteilung Kairo Sonderschrift 17 (Mainz am Rhein:
Verlag Philipp von Zabern, 1993), p. 170.
44

Ibid., 171. Nordström and Bourriau state: “there are abundant inclusions of fine sand,
with scattered particles of medium to coarse sand. Micaceous particles are common. Scattered
fine (< 2 mm) straw particles occur both as impressions in the clay and as silica skeletons of the
plant structure.”

147

NB2 Coarse = Nile B2 Coarse (Allen, “1,” “1/3,” “5,” “1/5”). NB2 Coarse is a
local variant and is not included in the Vienna System. Very similar to a Nile B2, the Nile
B2 Coarse fabric differs in the amount of coarse straw added to the paste as a tempering
agent. A Nile B2 Coarse fabric will have up to a visually estimated 15% coarse straw
visible on the outer surface of the vessel (if the surface is untreated), or visible in section
in the fresh break. In the Third Intermediate Period, the NB2 Coarse contains a visually
estimated 15-20% of limestone inclusions. NB 2 Coarse is a local variant and is not
included in the Vienna System.46
NC = Nile C (Allen “1 coarse”). Nile C contains a silty matrix and varying
amounts of fine to coarse sand sized particles of quartz, feldspar, and mafic minerals.
Scarce limestone particles, muscovite, and grog (crushed sherds) can also be included in
the paste. The most abundant temper in the Nile C is a visually estimated 30% or more
coarse straw particles (Nordström and Bourriau state the straw size is greater than 5
mm).47 The paste is poorly mixed and has an open and porous texture. The hardness of
Nile C fabrics ranges from soft to medium and can often be crumbly.48
NC Limestone = Nile C Limestone (Not identified at Mendes by Allen). Nile C
Limestone may be another local variant of Nile D.49 The difference between a Nile C and

45

Ibid., 171-172.

46

This may also be a variant of Nile D; for more information, see below, footnote 49.

47

Ibid., 173-174.

48

Ibid., 174.

49

Nile D, according to Nordström and Bourriau, is a group of fabrics with “conspicuous
inclusions of limestone, whether occurring as a soil admixture in the paste or as a tempering
material.” However, only Nile D fabrics in a “‘Nile A variant within Nile D…[and a] Nile B1
type” have been found (Ibid., 174-175).
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a Nile C Limestone is the addition of a visually estimated 15% of crushed limestone. The
limestone is not very well sorted or well mixed into the paste, and large particles often
show signs of decomposition. There is still an abundance of coarse straw and on some
occasions, the fine sand tends to be absent. Like Nile C fabrics, Nile C limestone is open
and porous and has a soft to medium hardness (see Table 2).

Table 2: Percentages and amounts of fabrics (with Allen’s designations in parentheses)
used in the New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period at Mendes (Late New
Kingdom ceramics from: Rexine Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics at Mendes,” in
Delta Reports, Volume 1: Research in Lower Egypt, ed. Donald Redford (Oxford:
Oxbow, 2009), 65-120; Rachel Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt: An Investigation of her Fish Cult
at Mendes,” (M.A. Thesis, The Pennsylvania State University, 2006)).
Fabrics
NA (Allen N/A)
NB1 (Allen 6, 9, 7)
NB2 (Allen 3)
NB2/NB2 Coarse
(Allen 1/3, 1/5, 5)
NB2 Coarse (Allen 1)
NC (Allen 1 coarse)
NC Limestone (Allen
N/A)
Marl D
Marl A3 (Allen 4)
Mixed Clay
Imports
Total

Late New Kingdom 50
.24% (1)
1.22% (5)
84.40%
13.17% (54) (346) 51

Third Intermediate Period
0 (0)
.87% (2)
.87 % (2)

0 (0)

33.04 % (76)

0 (0)
0 (0)

50.43 % (116)
3.04 % (7)

0 (0)

0 (0)

.73 % (3)
0 (0)
.24 % (1)
0 (0)
100 % (410)

0 (0)
1.75 % (4)
0 (0)
10 % (23)
100 % (230)

50

Hummel’s fabric classification divided the Nile Silts into three categories: Fine,
Medium, and Coarse Silt. These seem to correspond to NA, NB1/2, and NC, respectively
(Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 68).
51

Twenty-one pots from the later excavations were not analyzed by the author. They
were all made from silt.
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4.3 The Mendes Ceramic Classification
While many aspects of the architecture, artifacts, and history of Mendes have
been published,52 the pottery from the early excavations has been largely unstudied and is
currently unpublished. During the NYU-IFA excavations from 1964-1966, Edward
Ochsenschlager developed a very broad system for field recording the Mendes pottery,
which provided a solid foundation during the later seasons (1978-1982).53 However, a
new fabric classification and ceramic typology were created for use during the later
seasons.54
Third Intermediate Period pottery was recovered in most of the excavated
contexts of earlier and later NYU-IFA excavation seasons. Allen notes that the number of
Third Intermediate Period forms found during excavations was fewer than those found
dating to the Late Period, and that the corpus was mostly local silt fabrics. Only a few
Upper Egyptian Marl clay imports and non-Egyptian imports were found.55 Later
excavations by the Pennsylvania State University also uncovered Third Intermediate

52

For a more complete bibliography, please see Appendix A.

53

Ochsenschlager, “Mendes – Al-Hiba,” 79-84. The classification was very general and
was used at both Mendes in Egypt and at the site of al-Hiba in Iraq by the IFA excavators. While
the shapes and decoration are easily discernable, Ochsenschlager’s fabric analysis and
classification were based on: “…structure, inorganic inclusions, comparison to Munsell soil color
charts, and hardness of the sherd…Divisions in each category were made on the basis of inclusion
size (fine, medium, coarse) and when present, the size and kind (chaff, manure, papyrus, reed) of
organic material used as a temper.” Though the Mendes ceramic classification was never
published, Ochsenschlager did publish the corpus from Tell Timai, the “sister-city” to Mendes.
(Edward Ochsenschlager, “The Excavations at Tell Timai.” Journal of the American Research
Center in Egypt, vol. 6 (1967): 32-51). However, this classification ranged from the Ptolemaic
Period until the Islamic Period, and cannot be applied to this study.
54

Allen, “Pottery,” 13.

55

Ibid., “Pottery,” 22. The ceramics before the Third Intermediate Period are also more
varied. For more information, see: Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt;” Hummel, “Late New Kingdom
Ceramics.”

150

Period pottery. Some of these ceramics were deposited in a fill layer outside of the
southeast angle of the temenos wall, which was dated no later than the Persian Period.56
However, as this pottery was found in a stratigraphically unsecure context, they will not
be considered for this study. This study will analyze the published Late New Kingdom
pottery excavated by Penn State and the unpublished Third Intermediate Period pottery
excavated by the NYU-IFA expedition.
There were 431 whole or partial vessels found in secure stratigraphic contexts
during the Pennsylvania State University’s excavations, which were dated to the Late
New Kingdom based on form and by a stele naming Ramesses VI that was found in
context with the pots. 57 The excavations by the NYU-IFA recorded 230 sherds and whole
vessels that can be dated to the Third Intermediate Period based on form and
stratigraphy.58 This study will continue Allen’s primary classification of vessels for the
Mendes pottery, a classification by form first (open/closed vessel, vessel shape/form –
e.g., bowl, jar), fabric, and finally, surface treatment or decoration.
56

Hummel and Shubert, “Preliminary Report of the 1992 Season,” 5; Hummel and
Shubert. “Ceramic Analysis,” 135-136, 145ff.
57

Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics;” Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt,” 88. For the late
New Kingdom material, there were few sherds: most of the pottery was found complete. Hummel
analyzed 350 pots from Late New Kingdom contexts at Mendes. For my Master’s thesis, I
analyzed 81 additional vessels excavated from a unit adjacent to the where the pottery analyzed
by Hummel was found. Both Hummel (84) and Mittelman (79) note that the deposit is also dated
by a dedicatory stele of Ramesses VI; however, this stele has not yet been published, nor is any
drawing or photograph available. Excavations that found Late New Kingdom material occurred in
1993-1995, and 2004-2005. Most of the Late New Kingdom ceramics depicted in this study were
found and drawn by the author. For more examples of the Late New Kingdom pottery at Mendes,
please see Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Pottery.”
58

Allen, “Pottery,” 22. The names of the vessels used in this study were derived as
follows: for the Late New Kingdom Pottery, the whole vessels were designated as “Mendes
Mended Pots - MMP” (whether they were whole or had been restored), then the year, and then a
number (designated sequentially during recording MMPs). The Third Intermediate Period pottery
was named first after the season (seventh or eighth), then “Mendes Pots – MP,” then the number
in which they were recorded.
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4.3.1 Late New Kingdom
The Late New Kingdom pottery at Mendes excavated by Penn State has a limited
repertoire of shapes. Most of the assemblage consists of jars and beakers/decanters, with
a few bowls, amphorae, and miscellaneous forms (see Table 3).59

59

Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 67; Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt, 90” Mostly
whole pots were found; sherds found during excavations were few in number and were not
counted with this material.

152

Table 3: Percentages and amounts (in parenthses) of Late New Kingdom pottery types at
Mendes (After: Rexine Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics at Mendes,” in Delta
Reports, Volume 1: Research in Lower Egypt, ed. Donald Redford (Oxford: Oxbow,
2009), 67; Rachel Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt: An Investigation of her Fish Cult at Mendes.”
M.A. Thesis (The Pennsylvania State University, 2006), 90).
Form
Bowls

Percentage (Amounts)
1.86% (8)

Globular/Ovoid Jars

29.46% (127)

Decanters

32.95% (142)

Beer Jars

24.83% (107)

Cylindrical Jars

3.71% (16)

Amphora

.7% (3)

Storage Jars

.93% (4)

Fish Jars

1.39% (6)

Miscellaneous

4.17% (18)

Total

100% (431)
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Jars. The jars, which were the most common form found during the Late New
Kingdom, can be further subdivided into: beer jars, globular and ovoid jars, cylindrical
jars, fish jars, storage jars, and miscellaneous jars. The beer jars comprised 24.8% of the
entire Late New Kingdom assemblage. Dubbed “beer bottles” by Rotislav Holthoer, it is
unclear as to what they originally held.60 Beer jars from Mendes were made from a Nile
B2, and had roughly finished flat bases (often exhibiting deep finger marks/indentations
and on occasion, a hole in the center of the base), and carefully modeled necks and
straight rims.61 The beer jars were wet smoothed and retained the grooves on their bodies
made by throwing.
About 30% of the jars found were globular/ovoid jars. The jars, mostly made
from an NB2, vary in size, and have a carinated shoulder and vertical neck.62 The rims
were either vertical or slightly flared. Some may have been used as cooking pots, as
traces of soot were found on their pointed or rounded bases.63 The globular jars were
usually slipped red or cream (see Plate I).

Plate I: Late New Kingdom Beer Jars and Globular/Ovoid Jars
1. MMP0529: Beer jar, NB2, 10R 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 9.4 cm, modelled, wet
smoothed. 1:4.
2. MMP0568: Beer jar, NB2, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 9 cm, modelled, wet
smoothed. 1:4.
3. MMP0524: Globular/ovoid jar, NB2, rim diameter 6 cm, direct, red slipped (10R 4/8,
red). 1:2.

60

Holthoer, New Kingdom Pharaonic Sites, 86, pls. 18, 51.

61

Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 72 -75, figs. 9-16.

62

Ibid., 75-79, figs. 17-26.

63

Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 76.
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4. MMP0526: Globular/ovoid jar, NA, 5YR 5/6 (yellowish red), rim missing, slipped
reddish yellow (5YR 7/6, reddish yellow), reddish brown (5YR 4/4) painted
bands on shoulder. 1:2.
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Cylindrical jars are also known as “sausage jars” or “neckless slender jars.”64
These jars, made from NB2, were found in varying sizes ranging from medium to large.
The jars are long, and narrow slightly in the center of the body.65 The cylindrical jars may
have been slipped red, though the surfaces were too damaged to determine with certainty.
The five fish jars found during excavations have a slender body, a slightly
rounded bottom, and either a slightly flared or vertical rim. A pedestal base and “fish
fins” were attached to the jar using the “score and slip” method. The fish jars were made
from NB2 and usually wet smoothed or wet smoothed and red slipped. On one example,
a fish and an animal were painted in two registers in blue, black, and red. It is the only
example of blue paint on any jar in this assemblage.66 (see Plate II)

Plate II: Late New Kingdom Cylindrical Jars and Fish Jars
1. MMP0553: Cylindrical jar, NB2, rim diameter 16 cm, modelled, 6/4 2.5YR (light
reddish brown), self-slipped/wet smoothed. 1:4.
2. MMP0454: Fish jar, NB2, rim missing, 6/8 10R (light red), slipped red (5/8 10R, red).
Score marks from pedestal attachment are visible on the base. Fish fins placed
symmetrically on either side, like handles. 1:4.
3. MMP0550: Fish jar, NB2, rim diameter 10 cm, modelled, 6/8 10R (light red), wet
smoothed. May have been deposited with shallow bowl as lid. Fish fins placed
symmetrically on either side, like handles. 1:4.
4. MP93214: Fish jar, NB, rim diameter 12 cm, modelled, slipped red (5/8 10R, red).
Two fish fin handles placed less than 180 degrees apart (From: Hummel, “Late
New Kingdom Ceramics,” 83, 120 fig 34:1).

64

Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom, 44, 64.

65

Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 79-80, figs. 27-30.

66

Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt,” 93; Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 83.
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5. MP93259: Fish jar, NB, rim missing, slipped cream-pink (7.5YR 8/4). Fish fin handles
added less than 180 degrees apart. Painted black bands on one side of the jar
divide the exterior into panels. The upper panel displays an animal (either bird or
fish), and the lower panel depicts a Tilapia fish swimming in reeds. Two
horizontal red bands are painted on the bottom of the lower panel. The fish fins
are painted blue and black (From: Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 83,
120 fig 34:2).
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Very few storage jars were found in the assemblage, identified as meat jars.67 The
jars were made from Nile B fabric, and were slipped. Miscellaneous jars included jars
with pedestal bases and wavy profile jars (see Plate III).68
Beakers/Decanters. There were 142 (32.9%) beakers or decanters in the
assemblage.69 Decanters, named by Holthoer after their parallels depicted in tomb scenes,
were used for storing, serving, and drinking various liquids.70 The beakers or decanters
found from the Late New Kingdom at Mendes were small, made from NB1 or NB2, and
had a rounded or pointed base, straight sides, and either a flared or vertical rim. Most of
the beakers/decaters were bag-shaped, though a few of the vessels were also carinated
near the base. Many beakers/decanters were slipped red, and some were decorated with
horizontal black or white painted bands, or incised lines on the neck (see Plate III).71

Plate III: Late New Kingdom Miscellaneous Jar and Beakers/Decanters
1. MMP0443: Wavy profile jar, NB2, rim missing, 2.5 YR 6/4 (light reddish brown),
traces of red slip (10R 6/6, light red). 1:2.
2. MMP04519: Beaker/decanter, NB2, rim diameter 11 cm, direct, 10R 6/6 (light red),
slipped red (10R 5/8, red). 1:2.
3. MMP0528: Beaker/decanter, NB1, rim diameter 5 cm, modelled, 10R 4/3 (reddish
brown), slipped white (7.5YR 8/1, white), dark brown/black lines painted across
neck and body. 1:2.
4. MMP0520: Beaker/decanter, NB2, rim missing, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), slipped red,
worn. 1:2.
67

Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 118, Fig 32:1, 32:5.

68

Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt,” 94.

69

Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt,” 90; Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 67, 69-72,

figs. 1-8.
70

Holthoer, New Kingdom, 171.

71

Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt,” 90; Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 69-72, fig. 8.

160

161

Miscellaneous Vessels. Bowls, amphorae, and miscellaneous forms (including
foreign imports) comprise the rest of the assemblage.
Bowls. Only eight Late New Kingdom bowls were found during Penn State’s
excavations. This is unusal, as bowls would have been a common form found during the
Late New Kingdom. Because the Late New Kingdom material was found in only one
area, the lack of bowls may be due to the limited excavation area. The bowls were wet
smoothed, and some were red slipped only on the rim. Others were completely red
slipped, and some were red slipped and burnished.72
Amphorae. Only three amphorae with tall necks and or pointed round bases were
found in the Late New Kingdom assemblage.73 These were made from a fabric that
closely resembles Marl D, and covered by a streaky cream slip with pink patches.74
Chalices. The three chalices found in the Late New Kingdom corpus were locally
made from Nile silt fabrics, and were given minimal surface treatments.
Pitchers and Juglets. The seven pitchers and juglets found in the assemblage were
small, wide mouthed juglets with flat bases and loop handles. They were, according to
Hummel, most likely copies of Levantine and Cypriot forms, and mostly made from Marl
clays.75 Other Levantine copies were found at the site; for example, a beer jar with
strainer and spout, based on a Mycenaean example, reproduced in a Nile silt fabric.76 The

72

Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics,” 80-81, fig. 31.

73

Ibid., 81-82, figs. 33.2-4.

74

Ibid., 81-82.

75

Ibid., 82, fig. 33.1-4.

76

Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt,” 95-100.
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beer jar with strainer and spout was decorated with poorly executed motifs similar to
Mycenaean IIIc 1b jars (see Plate IV).77

Plate IV: Late New Kingdom Miscellaneous Forms
1. MMP0530: Juglet, NB1, rim diameter 8 cm, direct, 10R 5/6 (red), two loop handles
attached from rim to shoulder (only one found). Slipped light red (10R 6/6). 1:2.
2. MMP0424: Copy of a Mycenaean IIIC 1b Beer Jar with Strainer and Spout, NB2, 10R
6/8 (light red), rim missing, slipped pink (5YR 7/6, reddish yellow). Mycenaean
style geometric and fish motifs are painted on the top half of the body in black
paint.

77

Ibid.
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4.3.2 Third Intermediate Period
The Third Intermediate Period pottery from Mendes excavated by the NYU-IFA
expedition included a wider variety of vessel forms than the Late New Kingdom corpus,
as Third Intermediate Period pottery was found in several areas of the excavation, thereby
providing more varied contexts than the Late New Kingdom corpus. The assemblage was
first divided into open and closed forms, and then subdivided by the vessel index,78
Aston’s specific vessel descriptions,79 or colloquially named vessels.80 Stands (“noncontainers”),81 miniatures, bread plates/trays, miscellaneous bases, and miscellaneous
vessels were also classified outside of the initial division (see Table 4). All forms will be
described according to Aston’s terminology in order to standardize the discussion of the
corpus.

78

See section 4.1.2, Forming techniques and manufacture, footnote 30, for more
information on vessel index.
79

Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI, 43.

80

Pots such as: Meat jars, pilgrim flasks, beer bottles, or bread plates/dokkas.

81

Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI, 44.
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Table 4: Percentages and amounts (in parentheses) of Third Intermediate Period Pottery
types at Mendes.
Form:
Open
Bowls

%
(Amount)
45.8%
(44)

%
(Amount)
1% (1)

Form:
Miscellany
Undetermined
bases

%
(Amount)
30.7%
(12)

Dishes

34.3%
(33)

Shouldered jars with
necks/tall everted
rims

30.5%
(29)

Stands

28.2%
(11)

Plates

7.3% (7)

Holemouth jars

8.4% (8)

Miniatures

12.8% (5)

Bread
Forms
(dokkas)

2.1% (2)

Bag-shaped/ovoid
jars with modelled,
cut rims

7.3% (7)

Miscellaneous

28.2%
(11)

Goblets

2.1% (2)

Shoulderless,
neckless jars with
modelled rims and
narrow mouths

19% (18)

Basins

2.1% (2)

Bottles

8.4% (8)

Vats

3.1% (3)

Flasks

8.4% (8)

Jugs

4.2% (4)

Amphorae

7.3% (7)

Storage Jar

1% (1)

Closed Bases

4.2% (4)

Total:

41.3% (95)

Total:

17% (39)

Open
Bases

Total:

3.1% (3)

41.7%
(96)

Form: Closed
Slender jar
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Open Forms
Bowls. Bowls are open forms that are defined in this classification as having a
vessel index between 125 and 275. Twenty-six bowl fragments were found in the NYUIFA excavations, further subdivided based on rim type: direct or modelled.
Bowls with direct rims. Bowls with direct rims (see Pls. V-VI) can be further
subdivided into two forms: bowls with convex walls (6), and bowls with straight walls
(3). All three rims of the bowls with straight walls were slightly rounded at the lip, and
were made from NB2 Coarse fabric. These bowls had different base forms and different
surface treatments. The other six bowls with convex walls had rims that tended to curve
in slightly. All of the bowls, with the exception of one NB1, were made from NB2/NB2
Coarse paste, and were either wet smoothed or wet smoothed and slipped.
Bowls with modelled rims. All of the bowls with modelled rims (see Pls. VII-X)
(with one exception) had rim diameters that ranged from 17-37 centimeters. These bowls
were made from either a NB2 Coarse or NB2/NB2 Coarse paste, and can be further
subdivided based on straight, convex, or carinated walls. The three straight walled bowls
had slightly modelled rims. Two were wet smoothed, and one was slipped. The eight
convex walled bowls had rims that were slightly inverted or rims that were everted.
Surface treatment varied from wet smoothing only to smoothing and slipping. Five of the
bowls with modelled rims were carinated on the upper part of their bodies. Rim shape
and surface treatment varied.
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Plate V: Third Intermediate Period Bowls with Direct Rims
1. 7MP501: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 20 cm. Slipped on the
interior and exterior (4/8 10R, red). 1:2.
2. 7MP882: NB2 Coarse, 2.5 YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 9.2 cm, no surface treatment.
1:1.
3. 8MP46: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim diameter 16 cm, wet smoothed, traces of
burning on rim and interior. 1:1
4. 7MP866: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 14 cm, wet smoothed.
1:2.
5. 8MP102: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim diameter 17 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.

Plate VI: Third Intermediate Period Bowls with Direct Rims
6. 7MP909: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 19.6 cm, wet smoothed.
1:2.
7. 8MP133: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 22.8 cm, flange
attached to exterior. Wet smoothed and slipped (5YR 6/6, reddish yellow) on and
over the rim, and on the upper surface of the flange. 1:2.
8. 8MP182: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 23.6 cm, slipped on the
interior and exterior (2.5YR 4/8, red). 1:2.
9. 8MP183: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 18.4 cm, slipped on the
interior and exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:2.
10. 7MP867: NB1, 10R 5/6 (red), rim diameter 14 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
11. 7MP907: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 17 cm, wet
smoothed. 1:2.

Plate VII: Third Intermediate Period Bowls with Modelled Rims
12. 8MP194: Bowl, reconstructed, NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 4/8 (red), rim diameter 10.3 cm,
wet smoothed (10R 4/6, red). 1:1.
13. 8MP184: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 4/8 (red), rim diameter 35 cm, slipped on the interior
and exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:2.
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Plate VIII: Third Intermediate Period Bowls with Modelled Rims
14. 7MP266: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red) to 10R 6/4 (pale red), rim diameter 28.4
cm, slipped (10R 4/8, red). 1:2.
15. 8MP196: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 5/4 (reddish brown), rim diameter 23 cm, slipped
on the exterior and over the rim (10R 4.5/6, red). 1:2.
16. 8MP181: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 32 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
17. 8MP135: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6.5/4 (light reddish brown), rim diameter 20 cm, wet
smoothed. 1:2.
18. 8MP180: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 5/6 (yellowish red), rim diameter 33 cm, wet
smoothed. White stain on interior, exterior surface 10R 5/8 (red). 1:4.

Plate IX: Third Intermediate Period Bowls with Modelled Rims
19. 7MP865: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/6 (red), rim diameter 21 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
20. 7MP746: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 7.5YR 7/4 (pink), rim diameter 33 cm, wet smoothed,
thin greenish film on exterior. 1:2.
21. 7MP792: Marl A2, 10R 6/8 (light red), rim diameter 16 cm, may have been slipped
and burnished. Deliberately fired to create a white exterior and pink interior,
which divided at the rim (exterior 10R 8/2, very pale brown, interior 10R 6/8,
light red). 1:1.
22. 7MP870: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 26 cms, slipped
(10R 5/8, red) on the interior and exterior, and string impressions on exterior on
the carination. 1:2.

Plate X: Third Intermediate Period Bowls with Modelled Rims
23. 7MP445: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 26 cm, wet smoothed,
with splotches of red wash (10R 5/8, red) on exterior and over the rim. 1:2.
24. 7MP446: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 6/8 (light red), rim diameter 37 cm, slipped (10R
5/6, red) on the interior and exterior, and may have been burnished – in poor
condition. 1:2.
25. 7MP775: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red), rim diameter 20 cms, smearily washed on
the exterior and over the rim (10R 5/6, red to 7.5YR 7/6, reddish yellow). 1:2.
26. 7MP822: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 17 cm, slipped (10R 5/8, red)
on the interior and exterior, burnished. 1:1.
27. 7MP682: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim too small to measure, wet smoothed. 1:2.
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Dishes. Dishes, which have a vessel index between 275 and 500, were the largest
group of open forms in the Third Intermediate Period corpus, and the most varied. The
dishes in the corpus are subdivided by either direct or modelled rim.
Direct Rims. Dishes with direct rims (see Pls. XI-XII) were all made from Nile
silt fabrics. They have been further subdivided by vessel contour. Three of the dishes had
concave walls, three had straight vessel walls (which, according to Aston, diverge from
the base in a straight line), and two dishes had vertical walls (the walls rise at an almost
ninety-degree angle from the base).82
Modelled Rims. The majority of the dishes had modelled rims (see Pls. XIIIXVII). These, like the dishes with direct rims, have been subdivided into concave,
straight, and carinated walls. Ten of the dishes with modelled rims had concave walls.
They were all made from either a NB2 or NB2 Coarse fabric. Nine of the dishes had
straight walls. These were the most varied of the dishes with modelled rims. Six of the
dishes had carinated walls. Only one dish was carinated on the lower half of the body; the
rest were carinated underneath/below the rim.

Plate XI: Third Intermediate Period Dishes with Direct Rims
1. 7MP881: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 23 cm, red band
slipped on and over the rim (10R 5/6, red). 1:2.
2. 7MP611: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 30 cm, wet smoothed.
Three rows of string impressions on the exterior body. 1:2.
3. 7MP478: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 16.5 cm, wet
smoothed. 1:1.
4. 7MP911: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 18 cm, two horizontal lug
handles. Wet smoothed. 1:2.

82

Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI, 43.
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Plate XII: Third Intermediate Period Dishes with Direct Rims
5. 8MP7: Marl A3, 5Y 8/2 (pale yellow), rim diameter 11.4 cm, wet smoothed, burnished
on the exterior. 1:1.
6. 7MP454: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red), rim diameter 30 cm, washed in the interior
and over the rim (5YR 7/4, pink). 1:2.
7. 8MP101: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 27 cm, slipped on the
interior and exterior (2.5YR 6/6, light red), row of black painted dots over the rim.
1:2.
8. 7MP673: NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/8 (red), slipped (7.5YR 8/4, pink) on the interior and
exterior. 1:2.
9. 7MP838: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 31 cm, most likely wet
smoothed; in poor condition. 1:2.

Plate XIII: Third Intermediate Period Dishes with Modelled Rims
10. 7MP263: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 31 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
11. 7MP542: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 5/6 (yellowish red), rim diameter 35 cm, interior
ridge underneath rim. Slipped on the interior and exterior (10R 5/8, red). 1:2.
12. 7MP406: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/6 (red), rim diameter cm, wet smoothed on the
exterior, slipped on the interior (5YR 8/4, pink). 1:4.
13. 7MP523: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8, slipped (2.5YR 6/8, rim diameter 38 cm,
light red to 10YR 8/2, very pale brown) on the interior and exterior. 1:2.
14. 7MP519: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10YR 4/2 (dark grayish brown), rim diameter 24.6 cm,
slipped (10YR 8/4, very pale brown) and burnished. 1:2.
15. 7MP732: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 22 cm, slipped on the
interior and exterior (10R 4/8, red), streaky burnish. 1:2.

Plate XIV: Third Intermediate Period Dishes with Modelled Rims
16. 7MP895: NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 23 cm, wet smoothed on the
exterior, slipped (10R 4/8, red) and burnished in a circular pattern on the interior.
1:2.
17. 7MP540: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 39 cm, wet
smoothed, exterior 10R 5/6 (red). 1:4.
18. 7MP898: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 26.4 cm, slipped
on the exterior and interior (10R 4/8, red). 1:2.
19. 8MP167: Possible marl, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 30 cm, wet smoothed/selfslipped (10YR 8/2, very pale brown). 1:2.
20. 7MP681: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 36 cm, possibly scraped on
the exterior, and possible cord marks. 1:2.
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21. 7MP543: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow) to 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter
32.4 cm, exterior rubbed or scraped with reeds or other plant material, ridged and
pitted (5YR 6/6, reddish yellow). 1:2.
22. 7MP388: NB2, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow) to 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 24.7 cm, no
surface treatment (exterior 5YR 6/6, reddish yellow). 1:2.

Plate XV: Third Intermediate Period Dishes with Modelled Rims
23. 7MP785: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 13 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.
24. 7MP530: NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 37 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
25. 8MP168: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 34.2 cm, wet
smoothed and slipped (2.5YR 5/8, red), four rows of string impressions. 1:2.
26. 8MP193: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 22 cm, wet
smoothed on the exterior, washed on the interior (10R 5/8, red). 1:2.
27. 7MP779: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 6/6 2.5 YR, rim too small to measure, wet smoothed on
the interior, no surface treatment on the exterior. 1:1.

Plate XVI: Third Intermediate Period Dishes with Modelled Rims
28. 8MP120: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 20 cm, washed on the
interior bottom (10R 5/8, red). 1:1.
29. 7MP443: NB2/ NB2 Coarse, rim diameter 28.8 cm, slipped (10R 5/8, red) and
burnished on the exterior. Two or three black bands painted on the vertical portion
above the carination and on the rim. Interior completely destroyed. 1:2.
30. 7MP439: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 25 cm, slipped on the
interior and exterior (10R 5/8, red). 1:2.

Plate XVII: Third Intermediate Period Dishes with Modelled Rims
31. 7MP715: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), wet smoothed/self-slipped. 1:1.
32. 7MP862: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 18.2 cm, slipped (10R 4/8,
red), blackened below carination. 1:1.
33. 7MP820: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 17.8 cm, no
surface treatment on the exterior; washed on the interior (10R 5/8, red). 1:1.
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Plates. The plates, with a vessel index of over 500, had a rim diameter of 18
centimeters or more in the Third Intermediate Period corpus. All were made from NB2
coarse paste (with the exception of one Levantine/Upper Egyptian import (marl)). Two of
the plates had direct rims and five had modelled rims. Surface decoration varied from
little/no surface treatment, to slipping or washes. One plate was decorated (see Plate
XVIII).
Bread Forms. Bread forms are large plates that were used in making bread,
specifically yeast bread that is placed in the sun to rise (‘eish shamsi). These trays are
called dokkas, in modern Egypt. Though there is no archaeological evidence that these
plates were used in this manner, it is likely.83 Each of the trays was made from a different
paste, though both dokkas were handmade and had modelled rims, one of which was
decorated with notches (see Plate XIX).

Plate XVIII: Third Intermediate Period Plates
1. 7MP481: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6, rim diameter 50 cm, wet smoothed, red band on rim
(10R 4/8, red). 1:4.
2. 7MP896: NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 28 cm, wet smoothed, rim
scalloped by pushing in with a finger on the interior and exterior. Interior of rim
blackened. 1:2.
3. 7MP776: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 25 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
4. 7MP539: NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 48.6 cm, slipped on the interior
(10R 5/8, red). 1:4.
5. 7MP745: NB2 Coarse, 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown), rim diameter 36 cm, wet smoothed.
1:2.
6. 7MP752: NB2 Coarse, 7.5YR 7/6, rim diameter 39 cm, slipped or washed on the
interior and exterior (10R 5/8, red). 1:4.
7. 8MP119: Levantine import or marl, 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown), rim diameter 18 cm,
wet smoothed. 1:2.
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Plate XIX: Third Intermediate Period Bread Forms (Dokkas)
1.7MP149: NC, 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown), no surface treatment. 1:2.
2. 7MP905: NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/8 (red) to 10R 4/4 (weak red), rim diameter 28 cm, no
surface treatment; rim notched with a sharp-edged, rectangular tool. 1:2.
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Goblets. Aston defines a “goblet” as “a bowl with a stemmed foot.”84 There was
one vessel in the corpus that could be defined as such. The goblet’s maximum diameter is
also the rim diameter, and there is a carination towards the bottom of the pot. The goblet
is missing its foot which would have been elongated (see Plate XX.1).
Vats and Basins. A vat, which is a open cylindrical form with straight walls, while
a basin is an open form with a diameter over 50 centimeters. There were two basin sherds
and one vat sherd found during excavations. Both basin sherds had straight walls and an
everted rim; however, only one had an internal ledge (see Plate XX.2-5).

Plate XX: Third Intermediate Period Goblets, Vats and Basins
1. 7MP890: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/3 (light reddish brown), rim diameter 9 cm, wet
smoothed. 1:2.
2. 7MP683: Stemmed base (Aston’s base X), 4.8 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6
(reddish yellow). No visible surface treatment – in poor condition. 1:1.
3. 7MP479: Vat, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/6 (red), rim diameter 23 cm, wet smoothed.
1:4.
4. 7MP444: Basin, NC, 2.5YR 6/8 (light red), rim diameter 40 cm, no surface treatment.
1:4.
5. 7MP508: Vat, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/8 (reddish yellow), rim diameter28 cm, no
surface treatment. 1:4.
6. 7MP874: Vat, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/8 (red), rim diameter 35 cm, two loop handles.
Wet smoothed. 1:4.
7. 7MP424: Basin, NC, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 62 cm, wet smoothed, and possibly
washed on the exterior (7.5YR 8/2, pinkish white). The edge of the rim is
scalloped with finger impressions. 1:4.
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Open form bases. The bases in this category belong to open form shapes, though
without further information it is unclear which open form vessel they belong to;
therefore, they have been placed in a separate category. The bases have been separated
according to Aston’s base classification: I (rounded bases), II (pointed bases), III
(carinated bases), IV (flattened bases), V (flat bases), VI (raised bases), VII (disc bases),
VIII (ring bases), IX (bulb bases), and x (stemmed bases) (see Pl. XXI).85

Plate XXI: Third Intermediate Period Open Form Bases
1. 7MP892: Raised base (Aston’s base VI), 8.4 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red).
Slipped on the interior and exterior (10YR 8/3, very pale brown). 1:1.
2. 7MP536: Ring base (Aston’s base VIII), 7.2 cm. Possible Levantine import, 5YR 6/6
(reddish yellow). Burnished on the interior and exterior. 1:1.
3. 8MP112: Ring base (Aston’s base VIII), 4.3 cm. NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red). Slipped
on the interior and exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:1.
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Closed Forms. Aston’s vessel index divides closed forms into several groups:
slender jars (VI less than 50), tall jars (VI between 50 and 90), globular jars (VI between
90 and 115), and squat jars (VI greater than 115). He further specifies that the shape of
jar: shouldered, ovoid, and “bag/drop shaped” can be determined based on the location of
the maximum body diameter (top third of the vessel, middle of the vessel, and bottom of
the vessel, respectively).86 There are four main closed form types in the Third
Intermediate Period corpus: 1) shouldered jars with necks/tall everted rims; ovoid/bagshaped jars with no shoulder/neck and sloping walls (“hole-mouth” jars); 3) bagshaped/ovoid jars with modelled rims with an interior projection; and 4) shoulderless,
neckless jars with modelled rims and narrow mouths. One slender ovoid jar, one storage
jar, flasks, and bottles were also found.
Slender Jar. One slender ovoid jar with a pointed base was found, made from
NB2 Coarse fabric (see Plate XXII).

Plate XXII: Third Intermediate Period Slender Jar
1. 7MP741: Slender ovoid jar, whole, NB2 Coarse, 5/8 10R (red), rim diameter 11.4 cm,
wet smoothed. 1:4.
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Shouldered jars with necks or tall everted rims. The shouldered jars with necks or
tall everted rims were the largest closed form group at Mendes. All but three of the jars
were made from an NB2/NB2 Coarse paste. Surface treatment and decoration varied (see
Pls.XXIII – XXVIII).

Plate XXIII: Third Intermediate Period Shouldered Jars with Necks or Tall Everted
Rims
1. 7MP158: NB2/NB2 Coarse, rim diameter 4 cm, washed (10R 5/8, red). 1:1.
2. 7MP130: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 9.8 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.
3. 7MP462: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 9 cm, slipped (10R 4/8, red)
and burnished. 1:1.

Plate XXIV: Third Intermediate Period Shouldered Jars with Necks or Tall Everted
Rims
4. 7MP879: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/6 (red), rim diameter 16 cm, slipped on the
exterior (7.5YR 8/4, pink). 1:2.
5. 8MP29: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 10 cm, slipped on the
exterior (10R 5/8, red). 1:1.
6. 7MP869: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 13 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
7. 7MP484: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red), rim diameter 8.4 cm, slipped smearily on
the exterior and over the rim (2.5 6/6 to 2.5YR 6/8, light red). 1:1.
8. 7MP450: Levantine import/marl, 5Y 8/2 (pale yellow) to 5YR 6/4 (light reddish
brown), rim diameter 10 cm, wet smoothed/self-slipped (surface 5Y 8/2, pale
yellow). 1:1.
9. 7MP701: NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 5.7 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.

Plate XXV: Third Intermediate Period Shouldered Jars with Necks or Tall Everted
Rims
10. 7MP904: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red), rim diameter 8.8 cm, slipped on the
exterior and over the rim (10YR 8/3, very pale brown). 1:1.
11. 7MP684: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/8 (light red), rim diameter 20 cm, wet
smoothed. 1:2.
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12. 7MP448: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim too small to measure, slipped (5YR
7/6, reddish yellow), painted irregular smeary brown stripes below rim; brown
slash painted on rim (2.5YR 3/2, dusky red). 1:1.
13. 8MP75: NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 12 cm, wet smoothed? 1:1.
14. 8MP195: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 19 cm, slipped on the
exterior and over the rim (10YR 8/1, white); two incised grooves on the rim. 1:2.

Plate XXVI: Third Intermediate Period Shouldered Jars with Necks or Tall Everted
Rims
15. 7MP884: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 11.2 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.
16. 8MP98: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red), rim diameter 10.2 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
17. 7MP470: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 6/8 (light red), rim diameter 10 cm, slipped (10R
4/8, red). 1:2.
18. 7MP294: Marl, 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown), rim diameter 11 cm, wet smoothed/selfslipped (10YR 8/3, very pale brown). 1:1.
19. 7MP847: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/4 (weak red), rim diameter 13 cm, slipped (2.5Y
8/2, pale yellow) and burnished on the exterior and over the rim. 1:2.
20. 7MP880: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/4 (reddish brown), rim diameter 20.6 cm,
slipped on the exterior and over the rim (2.5Y 8/2, pale yellow to 5YR 7/3, pink),
burnished on the rim. 1:2.

Plate XXVII: Third Intermediate Period Shouldered Jars with Necks or Tall
Everted Rims
21. 7MP537: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8, rim diameter 31.4 cm, surface treatment unknown;
sherd abrasing. 1:2.
22. 7MP685: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim diameter 16 cm, smeary and streaky
wash (5YR 7/6, reddish yellow) applied to the exterior. 1:1.
23. 7MP674: Marl A3, 5Y 7/2 (light gray), rim diameter 19.4 cm, wet smoothed/selfslipped, burnished (surface 5Y 8/3, pale yellow). Raised rim around the neck. 1:2.

Plate XXVIII: Third Intermediate Period Shouldered Jars with Necks or Tall
Everted Rims
24. 8MP99: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 3/4 (dark reddish brown), rim diameter 34.4 cm,
slipped (5YR 8/4, pink). 1:2.
25. 8MP185: NB2 Coarse, 10R 4.5/8 (red), rim 16 diameter cm, slipped on the exterior
(10R 4.5/6, red). 1:2.
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26. 7MP778: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 23 cm, slipped on the
exterior and interior (2.5YR 3/2, dusky red). 1:2.
27. 8MP200: NB2/NB2 Coarse, rim diameter 14 cm, slipped (2.5Y 8/2, pale yellow),
burnished? 1:1.
28. 7MP899: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim diameter 36 cm, slipped on the
exterior (7.5YR 8/4, pink), applied flange, outer edge scalloped with finger dents.
1:2.
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Ovoid/bag-shaped jars with no shoulder or neck and sloping walls (holemouth
jars). The jars in this category are all made from an NB2/NB2 Coarse paste, and are
either wet smoothed or smoothed and slipped. One jar in this group has handles (see Pls.
XXIX, XXX).

Plate XXIX: Third Intermediate Period Holemouth Jars
1. 7MP509: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 4/3 (reddish brown), rim diameter 13 cm, slipped on
the exterior and over the rim (2.5YR 6/6, light red). 1:2.
2. 8MP134: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/6 (red), rim diameter 9.6 cm, slipped on the
exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:2.
3. 7MP908: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 11 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.
4. 8MP234: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5/8 2.5YR (red), rim diameter 18.8 cm, wet smoothed.
1:2.

Plate XXX: Third Intermediate Period Holemouth Jars
5. 7MP774: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 8 cm, wet smoothed.
1:1.
6. 7MP467: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 12.8 cm, two handles
(stumps). Wet smoothed. 1:1.
7. 8MP30: NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 17 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
8. 7MP503: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 6/8 2.5YR (light red), rim diameter 8 cm, wet smoothed,
scoring on shoulder. 1:1.
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Bag-shaped/ovoid jars with no shoulder or neck and elaborate, modelled and cut
rims. The jars in this category usually are found in large amounts in the Third
Intermediate Period. Though they are usually made from Marl fabrics, all but two jars at
Mendes were made from NB2/NB2 Coarse pastes. All of the jars have different surface
treatments (see Pls. XXXI, XXXII).

Plate XXXI: Third Intermediate Period Bag-Shaped or Ovoid Jars with Modelled
and Cut Rims
1. 7MP834: Marl, 10R 6/8 (light red), rim diameter 9.6 cm, wet smoothed/self-slipped
(10R 8/3, pink). Upper Egyptian “import.” 1:1.
2. 7MP878: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 7 cm, slipped (10R
4/8, red) on the exterior and over the rim, incised grooves on upper body. 1:1.
3. 7MP830: Marl A3, 2.5Y 7/2 light gray, rim diameter 8 cm, wet smoothed/self-slipped.
Upper Egyptian “import.” 1:1.
4. 7MP877: NB2, rim diameter 7.6 cm, no surface treatment (5YR 7/6, reddish yellow).
1:2.

Plate XXXII: Third Intermediate Period Bag-Shaped or Ovoid Jars with Modelled
and Cut Rims
5. 7MP585: NB2/NB2 Coarse, rim diameter 8 cm, washed (10R 4/8, red), incised lines
around shoulder. 1:2.
6. 7MP449: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 8 cm, slipped on
the exterior (10R 4/6, red). 1:1.
7. 8MP18: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 9 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.
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Shoulderless, neckless jars with modelled rim and narrow mouths. This is the last
large category of jars found at Mendes, and the second largest group. All but three of the
jars were made from NB2/NB2 Coarse pastes, and were either wet smoothed or smoothed
or slipped. Only two jars had different surface treatment: one was washed, and the other
was slipped and burnished (see Pls. XXXIII –XXXVI).

Plate XXXIII: Third Intermediate Period Shoulderless, Neckless Jars with Modelled
Rim and Narrow Mouths
1. 8MP65: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 4/4 (reddish brown), rim diameter 28 cm, slipped
(10YR 8/2, pinkish white) and burnished, fire clouded. 1:2.
2. 8MP240: Levantine or Upper Egyptian import, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter
21.2 cm, wet smoothed (surface 2.5YR 5.5/8, red). 1:2.
3. 7MP757: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 4/4 (reddish brown), rim diameter 24 cm, slipped
on the exterior and over the rim (2.5YR 8/4, pink).1:2.
4. 8MP235: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 5/4 (reddish brown), rim diameter 18 cm, wet
smoothed (surface 2.5YR 5/8, red). 1:2.
5. 8MP177: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 22 cm, slipped on the exterior
(10R 4/6, red). 1:2.

Plate XXXIV: Third Intermediate Period Shoulderless, Neckless Jars with Modelled
Rim and Narrow Mouths
6. 8MP186: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 13 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.
7. 8MP136: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 10.4 cm, slipped on the
exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:2.
8. 7MP453: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 8 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
9. 7MP773: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown), rim diameter 23 cm,
slipped on the exterior and over the rim (7.5YR 8/4, pink). 1:2.
10. 8MP76: Mixed clay fabric?, 10YR 8/3 (very pale brown) to 5YR 8/4 (pink), rim \
diameter 11 cm, wet smoothed, stained. 1:1
11. 8MP73: NB2/NB2 Coarse?, 10YR 5/3 (brown), rim diameter 13 cm, wet smoothed?
Soot blackened and smudged. 1:1.
12. 8MP68: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 4/6 (red), rim diameter 33 cm, slipped (10YR 8/3,
very pale brown). 1:2.
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Plate XXXV: Third Intermediate Period Shoulderless, Neckless Jars with Modelled
Rim and Narrow Mouths
13. 7MP686: Marl, 10YR 8/2 (very pale brown), rim diameter 9 cm, wet smoothed/selfslipped. 1:2.
14. 7MP502: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 9.4 cm, maybe true slipped
(10R 4/8, red). 1:1.
15. 7MP737: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 10 cm, slipped on the \
exterior (10R 5/8, red). 1:1.
16. 7MP657: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/4 (weak red), rim diameter 14 cm, thick slip on
exterior and over the rim (10R 8/2, pinkish white). 1:2.

Plate XXXVI: Third Intermediate Period Shoulderless, Neckless Jars with Modelled
Rim and Narrow Mouths
17. 7MP173: NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red), rim diameter 22 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
18. 7MP426: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red), rim diameter 18 cm, smeary wash or scum
(10R 4/6, red). 1:2.
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Bottles. Bottles are defined as a slender jar with a narrow neck and no handles.87
Five of the eight bottles found were made from an NB2 Coarse fabric, while the other
three were made from marl fabrics. All of the bottles were wet smoothed, and left
undecorated (see Plate XXXVII).

Plate XXXVII: Third Intermediate Period Bottles
1. 7MP871: Levantine import/marl, 10R 6/6 (light red), rim/base diameter 7 cm, wet
smoothed/self-slipped (surface 2.5Y 8/2, pale yellow). 1:1.
2. 7MP688: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/6 (red), rim diameter 4.2 cm, wet smoothed. 1:1.
3. 7MP429: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 4.4 cm, wet smoothed.
1:1.
4. 8MP220: Marl, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 3.4 cm, wet smoothed/selfslipped (10YR 8/3, very pale brown). 1;1.
5. 8MP57: Marl, 2.5Y 8/2 (pale yellow), base diameter 1.6 cm, wet smoothed/selfslipped? 1:1.
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Flasks. Flasks, which are vessels with tall necks, vertical handles, and squat or ovoid
bodies, are usually subdivided into two groups: general flasks, and pilgrim flasks.88 The
term “pilgrim flasks” describes “canteen-like” containers with loops for easy transport at
the best of the neck, applies to closed vessels with necks, a lentoid body (usually made
from two open forms that have been fused together), and vertical loop handles.89 There
were six pilgrim flasks in the Third Intermediate Period corpus. The pilgrim flasks were
either imports or locally made copies. All had rounded bases and were wet smoothed.
One was slipped on the exterior, and had a red spiral painted on both sides of the body.
One had a spiral of black paint on each side of the body, and the last had a spiral on one
side of the body. One of the pilgrim flasks had three handles instead of the usual two (see
Pls. XXXVIII, XXXIX).

Plate XXXVIII: Third Intermediate Period Flasks
1. 8MP97: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 4.5/6 rim diameter 7.2 cm, two handles (possibly
strap, only stumps left). Slipped (2.5YR 6/8, light red). 1:1.
2. 7MP868: Import, 5YR 8/4 (pink), rim diameter 2.6 cm, three loop handles. Slipped on
the exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:1.

Plate XXXIX: Third Intermediate Period Flasks
3. 7MP6: Import, 5YR 7/4 (pink), rim diameter 2.8 cm, two handles. Wet smoothed,
covered with circular tool marks on each half in a spiral pattern. 1:1.
4. 8MP169: NB2 Coarse, 7.5YR 6/4 (light brown), base diameter 4 cm, wet smoothed,
stained with organic material. 1:1.
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Jugs. Jugs are closed forms with one handle.90 The jugs were made from either
local silt fabrics or “imported” from Upper Egypt. They were given minimal surface
treatment (see Pl. XL).
Amphorae/Storage Jar. The amphorae sherds dating to the Third Intermediate
Period levels at Mendes, were either Aegean/East Greek imports or locally made. The
amphorae were given minimal surface treatment – they were wet smoothed. Though
storage jars are not defined by Aston in specific terms, he does include them within his
typologies.91 The one storage jar found at Mendes was made from NB2/NB2 Coarse
paste, had modelled rims, and two handles. They were either slipped or wet smoothed
(see Pls. XL, XLI).

Plate XL: Third Intermediate Period Jugs and Amphorae
1. 7MP762: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), rim diameter 3 cm, one loop handle.
Wet smoothed/self-slipped. 1:1.
2. 7MP827: Marl A3, 10YR 7/3 (very pale brown), rim diameter 2.6 cm, one strap
handle. Wet smoothed. 1:1.
3. 8MP118: NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 4 cm, one horizontal
handle. Slipped on the exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:1.
4. 7MP344: Aegean/East Greek import, 2.5YR 6/8 (light red), rim diameter 11.4 cm, two
loop handles attached from underneath the rim to the top of the shoulder. Wet
smoothed, surface 5YR 6/4 (light reddish brown). 1:1.
5. 8MP132: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), base diameter 2 cm, wet smoothed/selfslipped. 1:2.
6. 7MP772: Aegean/East Greek import, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), base diameter 4.4 cm,
possibly slipped (surface 7.5YR 7/6, reddish yellow). 1:1.
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Plate XLI: Third Intermediate Period Amphorae and Storage Jar
7. 8MP221: Import, 5YR 5/6 (yellowish red), rim diameter 10.6 cm, slipped (5YR 8/1
5YR,), and rim painted with a metallic light red paint (2.5YR 6/8, light red to 10R
5/6, red). A design (too fragmentary), painted right below rim in same color. 1:2.
8. 8MP105: NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 4/6 (red), rim too small to measure, two strap
handles. Slipped (5YR 8/4, pink). 1:2.
9. 8MP95: Storage jar, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim diameter 17 cm, two loop
handles. Slipped (7.5YR 8/4 7.5YR, pink). 1:2.
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Miscellaneous closed bases/undetermined bases. The bases in this category
belong to either closed form shapes, or are too small to determine vessel type. Like the
open bases in plate XXI, the closed and undetermined bases have also been classified
according to Aston’s descriptiosn (see Pls. XLII, XLIII).

Plate XLII: Third Intermediate Period Closed Form Bases
1. 8MP72: Jar base, rounded (Aston’s base I), 3.5 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8
(red). Slipped (10R 4/8, red). 1:1.
2. 7MP658: Jar base, flattened (Aston’s base IV), 2.8 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8
(red). Wet smoothed. 1:1.
3. 7MP405: Beer jar base, disc (Aston’s base VII), 9 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8
(red), no surface treatment. 1:2.
4. 7MP747: Beer jar base, disc (Aston’s base VII), 8cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6
(red), no surface treatment. 1:2.

Plate XLIII: Third Intermediate Period Undetermined Bases
5. 7MP505: Possible amphora base, stemmed (foot) (Aston’s base X), 5.4 cm. NB2/NB2
Coarse, 5YR 5/8 (red). Wet smoothed. 1:1.
6. 8MP866: Undetermined base, flattened (Aston’s base IV), 6.4 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse,
10R 4/6 (red). Slipped (10YR 8/2, very pale brown), maybe polished? 1:2.
7. 8MP35: Undetermined base, flat (Aston’s base V), 7.5 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/8
(red). Slipped on the interior and exterior (10YR 8/1, white). 1:1.
8. 7MP541: Undetermined base, ring (Aston’s base VIII), 10.2 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse,
10R 5/6 (red). Slipped on the exterior (5YR 7/4, pink). 1:1.
9. 7MP753: Undetermined base, ring (Aston’s base VIII), 5 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR
6/6 (reddish yellow). Slipped on the exterior (10R 5/8, red). 1:1.
10. 8MP100: Undetermined base, ring (Aston’s base VIII), 13.2 cm. NB2/NB2 Coarse,
5YR 7/6 (reddish yellow). Wet smoothed. 1:1.
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Miscellany
Stands. Stands, or “non-containers,” as classified by Aston, are “…vessels which
are neither mathematically defined, nor colloquial in origin, but defined in terms of their
function.”92 Stands support larger, unstable vessels, and can be divided into three types.
The Third Intermediate Period stands at Mendes can be divided into ring stands and tall
stands.93 Ring stands are open at both top and bottom, and have concave sides without
any sharp inflexion point, and tall stands, like ringstands, are open at top and bottom, but
have a sharp point of inflexion between the upper and lower mouths (see Pls. XLIVXLVI).94

Plate XLIV: Third Intermediate Period Stands
1. 7MP538: Ring stand, NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), base diameter 15 cm,
slipped on the exterior (10R 5/8, red). 1:1.
2. 7MP748: Ring stand, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/8 (red), base diameter 19 cm, wet
smoothed. 1:1.
3. 7MP844: Ring stand, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/8 (red), base diameter 30 cm, wet
smoothed. 1:2.
4. 8MP80: Ring stand, NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/4 (weak red), base diameter 28 cm, washed
(5YR 7/1, light gray). 1:2.

Plate XLV: Third Intermediate Period Stands
5. 7MP452: Tall stand, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red), base diameter 25 cm, wet
smoothed, burnt. 1:2.
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Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI, 45.

93

Ibid., 47. Pot stands, Aston’s last subdivision in this group, were uncharacteristic of the
Mendesian corpora. They are open at the top and have flat or raised bases.
94

Ibid. One sherd, 7MP906, may be either a tall stand or an incense burner. For a Late
Period parallel from Mendes, see: Allen, “Pottery,” 21, Pl. XX.8.
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6. 7MP504: Tall stand, NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), base diameter 13.2 cm, slipped on the
exterior (10R 4/8, red). 1:1.
7. 7MP860: Tall stand, NC, 10R 5/8 (red), rim 25 cms, base diameter 30 cm, no surface
treatment. 1:2.
8. 7MP897: Tall stand, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 24 cm, base
diameter 25.6 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.

Plate XLVI: Third Intermediate Period Stands
9. 8MP36: Tall stand, reconstructed, NC, 6/6 5YR (reddish yellow), rim diameter 25.4
cm, base diameter 24.4 cm, wet smoothed. 1:2.
10. 7MP906: Tall stand/incense burner, fragment, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 6/8 2.5YR (light
red), 10.6 x 12.2 cm. Wet smoothed. 1:2.95
11. 7MP889: Incense Burner, reconstructed, NB2 Coarse, 5/8 10R (red), rim diameter
18.6 cm, base diameter 16 cm, modelled. Slipped on the exterior and over the rim
(4/8 10R, red). 1:1.96
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For a parallel at Mendes, see: Allen, “Pottery,” Pl. XX8.

96

For a parallel see: Allen, “Pottery,” Pl. XX.9.
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Miniature Vessels. The miniatures found at Mendes varied and can be further
subdivided based on form. All of the miniatures were made from local silt fabric, and all
but the miniature dish (7MP910) were handmade. The miniatures did not have any
surface treatment or decoration (see Pl. XLVII).

Plate XLVII: Third Intermediate Period Miniatures
1. 7MP910: Dish, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 6 cms, no
surface treatment. 1:1.
2. 7MP721: Dish, NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), rim diameter 4.6 cm, no surface treatment.
1:1.
3. 7MP763: Bowl, NB2 Coarse, 2.5 5/4 (reddish brown), rim diameter 1.2 cm, no surface
treatment. 1:1.
4. 8MP11: Jar, NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 2.8 cm, no surface
treatment. 1:1.
5. 7MP755: Brazier, NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/6 (red), rim diameter 7.7 cm, no surface
treatment. 1:1 (Inked by Erika Feleg).
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Miscellaneous “vessels.” There were several vessels that did not fit inside the
classification due to ritual or special function, or insufficient data, and are outlined here.
Ceramic objects. There were three ceramic objects found during the excavations.
The first was possibly a theriomorphic fish. It is possible that this fish was a juglet that
needed to be set onto a stand, as the base is too uneven to have supported the vessel on its
own. That this object may be a clay fish figurine is also possible, as Mendes was home to
the cult of the fish goddess Hat Mehyt.97 The second object was a rim with a hole pierced
through from the interior. The object’s use is unclear – it may be a sherd broken from a
mended vessel or an amulet (see Pl. XLVIII).
Bes jar. Only one body sherd from a Bes jar was found. The sherd contains the
facial features of the God - a molded applied nose, a depressed eye, and two applied bars.
Bes jars were prevalent in Egypt from the New Kingdom through the Roman Period (see
Pl. XLVIII).98
Funnel. Only one funnel was found during excavations. It was made from an NB2
Coarse paste, and was left untreated (see Pl. XLVIII).
Spinning bowl. Only one example of a spinning bowl was found during
excavations. Two loops of clay were fixed to the flat base in the interior of the bowl, and
the thread spun in the bowl created grooves on the underside of the loops. Spinning bowls

97

Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom, 106, fig 4b, 12; Mittelman, “Hat
Mehyt,” 92-94; Kay Prag, “A Tell El-Yahudiyeh Style Vase in the Manchester Museum.” Levant
5 (1973): Pp. 128-131; Kay Prag, “A tell El-Yahudiyeh Ware Fish Vase: An Additional Note.”
Levant 6 (1974): 192; Alicia Rodrigo, “Fish Shaped Jars from Mendes.” Bulletin de Liaison du
Groupe International D’etude de la Ceramique Egyptienne 21 (2000): 8.
98

Bourriau, Umm el Gaab, 83.
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have been found at many other sites, and were in use from the Middle Kingdom to the
Late Period/Ptolemaic Periods (see Plate XLIX).99
Large lids. There were two large lids found during excavations. The lids most
likely covered a vat or a basin/bin, and would have had a handle in the middle. One lid
was made from NB2 Coarse, the other from NC, likely had modelled rims, and were left
untreated (see Pl. XLIX).

Plate XLVIII: Third Intermediate Period Miscellaneous Pottery
1. 7MP767: Theriomorphic fish, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/4 (weak red), 8.5 cm long. No
surface treatment.1:2 (Inked by Erika Feleg).
2. 7MP843: Ceramic object, NB2 Coarse, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), 6.1 x 3.6 cm. No
surface treatment. 1:1.
3. 7MP846: Bes jar, NB2 Coarse, 10R 5/8 (red), 6.7 x 7.6 cm. Slipped on the exterior
(10R 5/8, red), molded and incised applied nose, depressed eye, and two applied
bars. 1:1 (Inked by Erika Feleg).
4. 7MP876: Funnel, NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 5/8 (red) to 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), base
diameter 4.4 cm, hole diameter (in center of base) 4 cm, edges smoothed. No
surface treatment. 1:1.

Plate XLIX: Third Intermediate Period Miscellaneous Pottery
5. 7MP855: Spinning bowl, NB2/NB2 Coarse, 2.5YR 6/6 (light red), base diameter 8.6
cm, two interior loop handles. No surface treatment. Profile 1:1, top view 1:2.
6. 7MP663: Lid, NC, 5YR 6/6 (reddish yellow), rim diameter 65 cm(?), no surface
treatment. 1:2.
7. 7MP781: Large lid, NB2 Coarse, 10R 4/6 (red) to 10R 4/2 (weak red), rim diameter
70(?) cm, base diameter 61.2 cm, no surface treatment. 1:4.

99

Susan J. Allen, “Spinning Bowls: Representation and Reality,” in Ancient Egypt, the
Aegean, and the Near East: Studies in Honour of Martha Rhoads Bell Volume I, ed. Jacke
Phillips with Lanny Bell, Bruce B. William, and James Hoch and Ronald J. Leprohon (Texas:
Van Siclen Books, 1997), 17-38.
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4.4 Summary
The Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period vessels at Mendes were
mainly created from local NB2/NB2 Coarse fabrics. Based on the early ceramic studies at
the site, the fabric description of the Mendes corpus has been modified to correlate with
the Vienna System. The vessels in the corpus were excavated from well-stratified
deposits and definitively dated to these periods. The classifications created above are first
based on form, then fabric, and finally decoration. Using these variables, the change in
the Mendes corpora from the Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period is
clearly defined.
Based on the textual evidence found at the site, it is clear that a Meshwesh family
moved into the city and took control of the government and priesthood in the area.100 This
Meshwesh family displayed their identity by continuing to use the title “Chief of the
Meshwesh” and portrayed themselves with Libyan accessories.101 Thus, the change in the
form percentage (the shift from many jars in the Late New Kingdom to fewer jars in the
Third Intermediate Period, and the increase in bowls found during the Third Intermediate
Period) fabric (the introduction of a more limestone tempered paste), and surface
treatment/decoration (simple surface treatment/decoration in the Late New Kingdom to
more varied decoration in the later period) at Mendes between the Late New Kingdom
and Third Intermediate Period is likely due to Libyan agency.102 By comparing the

100

Kitchen, “Two Donation Stelae.” Also, see Appendix A, Mendes.

101

For a genealogy of the Chiefs of the Meshwesh at Mendes, please see Appendix A.

102

At present, only one form correlation can be made between the Libyan pottery and the
Third Intermediate Period vessels from Mendes: the flat-bottomed, lug-handled bowl (7MP911,
Plate XI.4). Further discussion on the evolution of forms between the Late New Kingdom and
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ceramic evolution at Mendes to other sites in the Delta that underwent the same political
and religious transformation in the Third Intermediate Period, as well as sites that did not,
a pattern should emerge between sites with a large Libyan presence, a site with both
Libyan and Egyptian habitation, and a site with no Libyan occupancy. Though these
changes occurred at Mendes, comparison of the Third Intermediate Period corpus to the
corpora from the other four sites proved no firm connection between migration and
ceramic change; however, the analysis in the next chapter proves that ceramics can be
used as one factor that can help determine migration patterns and ethnicity.

Third Intermediate Period will be discussed in the following chapter, section 5.5, Comparison of
pottery from Mendes, Tanis, Sais, Memphis, and Tell El-Retaba.
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CHAPTER 5
CHANGES BETWEEN THE LATE NEW KINGDOM AND THIRD
INTERMEDIATE PERIOD
The migration of the Labu and the Meshwesh into the Nile Delta over a prolonged
period affected many aspects of Egyptian life.1 Throughout the Third Intermediate
Period, the tribes still retained their own ethnic identity, as attested by the Libyan names,
dress accessories, their referral to themselves as “foreigners,” and their continued kinship
practices.2 It is clear, however, that families assimilated into Egyptian culture to varying
degrees, based on their borrowing of Egyptian names, their command of the Egyptian
script and language, as well as elite representation in traditional Egyptian roles and dress.
As a result, much of the textual and art historical evidence portrays a modification of
Egyptian conventions to create a portrayal of a culture that reflected two groups: one

1

Jansen-Winkeln, “Der Beginn der Libyschen Herrschaft,” 78, states that the prolonged
migration allowed Libyan tribal leaders to gather and consolidate their power in Egypt.
2

Leahy, “Libyan Period in Egypt,” 55. Leahy cautions against a complete acculturation
or separation, noting that with little material evidence, scholars are relying on names to determine
ethnic background, and Libyans may have, and most likely did, gave their children Egyptian
names, which is seen in Herihor’s reliefs. Ritner, “Egyptian vs. Nubian,” 310. Ritner adds that the
extensive genealogies created during this period were used as Libyan family history and to justify
Libyan appointments to important religious and governmental positions. Early studies on the
Third Intermediate Period argued that the Libyan kings had assimilated by the time of their rule;
however, to justify assimilation by use of ritual Egyptian practices (such as smiting scenes or
temple offering scenes) is impossible to prove. It is clear from their continued use of Libyan-style
dress, kinship practices like genealogies, and foreign names that they had not completely
Egyptianized by the time of their ascendance to the throne. Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her
Neighbours, 401. Winnicki notes that while the Libyans considered themselves the “other” in
Egypt, they were later not recognized as foreign rulers by Egyptian historians such as Manetho.
For the reference to Osorkon II identifying himself and his descendants as “foreigners,” see:
Jacquet-Gordon, “Inscriptions on the Philadelphia-Cairo Statue,” 12-23, plates VII-VIII. Porter
(Mobile Pastoralism, 13) notes that modern migrants have three different options for assimilation
into a new culture: losing connections to place of origin and assimilating to a degree that the new
society allows; maintaining the original values in a new place, or; a blending of the two. This
chapter will provide evidence that the Libyans who settled in the Delta partially assimilated into
the culture while still maintaining aspects of their original values and culture.
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focused on pastoralism and affinal relationships as distinct bounded identities under an
umbrella ethnicity, and another with a static and unified national identity.3
During the Third Intermediate Period, Egyptian culture diverted primary focus
from the Pharaoh, the Egyptian state, and the national religion towards many small
principalities, local governments, and principal Nome (district) deities. These
modifications began at the onset of the Third Intermediate Period, and continued
throughout Libyan hegemony (Dynasties 21-24). This dispersion of state-centered
nationalism is not only visible on a macro (state) level but also on a median level
(nome).4
Ceramics, as a large part of the surviving material culture, should therefore reflect
a change in Egypt from a uniformly sedentary society to a multi-cultural society with
distinct semi-nomadic pastoral elements. The corpus of vessels should shift from many
forms in a variety of sizes to either mostly large and small forms or a reduced ceramic
corpus of forms. The fabrics should reflect more limestone and shell inclusions, as the
Libyans were familiar with a more calcitic clay and temper and would most likely feel
more comfortable working with these materials. The decoration should show more
incised slashes, bands, and wavy lines. Ceramic corpora found at Sais and Tanis, cities
with a strong Libyan presence, should portray a hybrid ceramic culture using Egyptian
3

Leahy (“Libyan Period in Egypt,” 51) questions to what extent the Libyan’s
“otherness,” in positions of power affected the Egyptians. “[The Libyan rule] juxtapose[d] two
totally dissimilar cultures – one literate, sedentary and with it a strong and utterly distinctive
formal tradition stretching back over two millennia behind it; the other non-literate, probably
semi-nomadic and apparently undistinguished;” Meltzer (“Influencia de los Libios,” 48) adds that
Libyan influences such as the long genealogies and the walled cities in the Delta and Middle
Egypt are Libyan cultural influences that survive into the Late Period.
4

As most excavations have not yet uncovered specific neighborhoods or households, this
study will not discuss the micro level. For more information, see: Chapter.1.1.4, Theoretical
approaches.
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materials and techniques but emphasizing Libyan modifications in regards to form,
fabric, and decoration.5 This hybridization may or may not be as visible in the
contemporary corpus at Memphis, which maintained a strong Egyptian settlement as well
as a large Libyan presence. Finally, cities such as Tell El-Retaba, the easternmost city
(and far away from Libyan influence) should reflect no change in ceramic and food
culture. Comparing the data sets from all five excavations will test whether or not Libyan
migration influenced the ceramics in Lower Egypt.
5.1 Politics And Government
The shift in politics from the Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period
displays a transformation from a culturally Egyptian rule to a culturally Libyan rule. The
Egyptian system of government stayed fairly stable from its inception during the Early
Dynastic Period through to the Late New Kingdom, and mostly focused on a hereditary
aristocracy and bureaucracy.6 This political structure placed primary focus on the
Pharaoh and demanded political, economic, religious, and cultural unity and loyalty from
the Egyptian subjects. During the Third Intermediate Period, the “Chief of the
Meshwesh” Sheshonq’s ascendance to the Egyptian throne changed the dynamics of the
Egyptian polity. Instead of a central ruler, a series of principalities were created in Lower
and Middle Egypt. The kinglets of these areas, titled “Chief of the Meshwesh” or “Chief
of the Labu,” pledged fealty to the Pharaoh, who was the “Great Chief.” Each kinglet

5

For similar studies, see: Magness, “Early Islamic Pottery;” Shlomo Bunimovitz and
Avraham Faust, “Chronological Separation, Geographical Segregation, or Ethnic Demarcation?
Ethnography and the Iron Age Low Chronology.” Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental
Research 322 (2001): 1-10. For a general discussion on using food and ceramics as ethnic
indicators, see: Smith, Wretched Kush, 47-51.
6

The First (ca. 2200-2040 BCE) and Second (ca. 1674-1553 BCE) Intermediate Periods
are the only periods in Egyptian history when the government strayed from this system.
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ruled in his respective Nome/territory and was also the local military commander-inchief.7
The Third Intermediate Period government focused attention away from the state
and the Pharaoh. This type of administration followed the model of a segmentary
government, a pattern with which the Libyans were very familiar. Tribes were divided
into kinship groups, which were governed by the elders of the family. The elder in charge
of the kinship group would thus be the equal of others who were heads of their own
tribes. Either all of the elders jointly discussed and collaborated on group projects, or,
paid fealty to a head leader.8
Though this type of leadership was unfamiliar to the Egyptians, the Third
Intermediate Period government blended ruling practices from both cultures. The
seemingly fractured nature of the government, united under a single ruler, helped to
continue the dynastic line and the image of a Pharaoh that Egyptians understood, but kept
Libyan tribal and kinship values prevalent during their control.9 The Libyans were likely

7

Kenneth Kitchen, “Two Donation Stelae,” 59-67; Yoyotte, “Principautes,” 139-142.
The kinglets also used the regnal year dates from the Pharaoh instead of creating their own. For
an overview of the different kinglets ruling in the Delta, see: Ritner, Libyan Anarchy; Yoyotte,
“Principautes.”
8

In Roman Libya, the tribes had no central leader, with the exception being during times
of war. For an example, see Mattingly, “Laguatan,” 96-97. For a similar segmentary government
in Mesopotamia, see: Daniel Fleming, “Kingship of City and Tribe Conjoined: Zimri-Lim at
Mari,” in Nomads, Tribes, and the State in the Ancient Near East: Cross Disciplinary
Perspectives, ed. Jeffrey Szuchman, The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, Oriental
Institute Seminars, Number 5 (Michigan: Edwards Brothers, 2009), 227-240. For an explanation
of a segmented state, see: Southall, “Segmentary State,” 63.
9

For an overview of the changes within government, see: Ritner, Libya in Egypt; Ritner,
“End of the Libyan ‘Anarchy’,” 58-59; Leahy, “Libyan Period in Egypt;” Frank Griffith,
Catalogue of the Demotic Papyri in the John Rylands Library, Manchester, Vol. I (Manchester:
The University Press, 1909), Pls. XXVII-XXXVI ; Frank Griffith, Catalogue of the Demotic
Papyri in the John Rylands Library, Manchester, Vol. III (Manchester: The University Press,
1909), 71-92 (Papyrus Rylands IX, cols. 5.14-14.16).
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aware of the differences between their traditional leadership structure and that of the
Egyptians. Their usage of the dual titles of both Pharaoh and “Chief of the Meshwesh”
may indicate the presentation of their dual political and social identities, and to legitimize
their reign in both cultures.10
5.2 Religion/Burial Practices
Religion in Egypt, with the exception of the 18th Dynasty ruler Akhenaten, stayed
for the most part constant throughout Egypt’s history. The royalty and the public
worshipped both state and local gods in public temples as well as small household
shrines. This form of religious worship changed in the Third Intermediate Period. The
focus shifted from the state-funded religion to that of the local Nome deities.11 People

10

Porter (Mobile Pastoralism, 60-61) hypothesizes that both Zimri-Lim, King of Mari
and the land of the Hana, and Sin-kashid, King of Uruk and the Amnanum, were legitimizing
their right to rule their city by using a social and a political title; Ritner (“Fragmentation and Reintegration,” 336) states that these titles stress the importance of the tribal lineage, which was still
important during the Third Intermediate Period.
11

During the Third Intermediate Period, less focus was placed on worshipping state deities
(Isis, Osiris, and Horus) than on local deities (Banebdjed, Hat-Mehyt). Redford, Egypt, Canaan,
and Israel, 287-288. At the end of the 21st Dynasty, the population in the South decreased, and
many moved from Thebes to other outlying areas. Because the Temple of Amun had lost a close
relationship with the king, as well as their patronage, building programs at the temple slowed, and
then stopped. Repairs were not undertaken, and because of the lack of income, the population
around Karnak Temple shrank, as evidenced by excavations in the area. Redford bases his
assessment on excavation data: at the beginning of the 21st Dynasty, parts of Thebes were
abandoned, and by the mid-21st Dynasty, Karnak Temple was falling apart, and houses were
being built in the sacred courts. The positions of the priesthood in Thebes, therefore, diminished.
Though at first the 22nd Dynasty kings built at major temples like Karnak, the Pharaohs invested
more time, effort, and money in building projects in Tanis, including their tombs in the temple
precinct. Though they completed building programs in the North, there is no pictorial or physical
evidence that has yet been found in the South. (Nicolas Grimal, A History of Ancient Egypt,
Trans. Ian Shaw (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), 315, 318, referring to Psusennes I and Siamun’s
building campaigns at Tanis). While the Pharaohs and Delta kinglets lived in apparent wealth,
Thebes became a small backwater town, as there was little interest (or maybe funds) to repair
Karnak Temple, causing many Thebans to lose their jobs and move to other cities. From the late
22nd and 23rd Dynasties through the end of the Libyan Period, there is little information until
Piankhy appointed his sister Amenirdis I as God’s wife of Amun, and had her adopted by
Shepenwepy I (Kitchen, Third Intermediate Period, 353, 359-360).
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commissioned their own commemorative stelae to the gods and goddesses, and donated
many different types of votives to their particular patron deity.12 While state gods were
still revered, they were no longer the main focus of religious worship. This is also
evidenced by the complete takeover of some local temple priesthoods by the “Great
Chiefs of the Meshwesh,” who became the high priests in their local Nomes.13 Tribal
societies would have no need for gathered state worship, and instead focused on their
own relationships and priesthoods with their preferred deity.14
One aspect of Egyptian religious ritual, burial, changed in the Third Intermediate
Period. Royal tombs were smaller and simpler, and located in temple courtyards. The
Libyan Pharaohs were usually buried with their family members in multi-chambered
tombs. The royal burials contained reused material, including the blocks used for tomb
construction, sarcophagi, and burial goods. Egyptian and Libyan citizens either usurped
earlier tombs or buried the deceased in mass graves. Secondary burials were also very
common during the time.15

12

Myśliwiec, Twilight of Ancient Egypt, 62-63. While these practices were seen earlier in
Egypt, during the Third Intermediate Period, personal worship of a patron deity became more
pronounced.
13

Yoyotte, “Les Principautes,” 130, 139. The high priest position in the local nomes
became hereditary, and the local high priests/chiefs were also buried within the temple complex.
Furthermore, the Libyans settling in these areas often incorporated the local deity’s names into
their personal names; for example, the Chief of the Meshwesh Smendes.
14

Saleh, Investigating, 81-82; Yoyotte, “Les Principautes,” 139. It is possible that the
Libyans were not deity-specific (that they did not worship a specific pantheon), but that they
focused on sacred space. Thus, when arriving in Egypt, the migrating Libyans focused on the
local pantheon in the Egyptian city where they settled rather than their culture-specific deities.
15

Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 402. It is unclear, however, whether the
change from royal tombs in a specialized area to the local temple is a Libyan inspiration, a
security measure against tomb robbers, a Deltaic tradition, a growing closeness in personal piety,
or a mixture of these options (Sheldon Gosline, “Libyan Period Royal Burials in Context.” Libyan
Studies 27 (1996): 3-5; Aston, Burial Assemblages, 399).
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Burials in the early Third Intermediate Period from the Eastern Delta mainly
consisted in reuse: few new tombs were built (and reused tombs were not redecorated for
the current owner), sarcophogai were reused or created from earlier buildings. Others
were buried in shallow surface graves.16 Amulets constituted a large part of the grave
goods, but displayed more intricate and detailed patterns, as well as fretwork designs. The
later Third Intermediate Period burials do not contain imported Mediterranean ceramics,
unlike the earlier periods.17 Child and adult burials vary only in the number of amulets
(children were buried with more than adults) and the types of sarcophagi used (children
were buried in rectangular coffins or with no coffin at all, though in certain parts of the
Delta, children were buried in jars18 while adults were buried in anthropoid coffins).
Women were buried with more grave goods than men; even in the lower classes, women
would be buried with jewelry and amulets, while men were buried with few, if any, grave
goods.19

16

Aston, Burial Assemblages, 397. Many believe that these burial rituals were
abandonded during the Third Intermediate Period due to a lack of money; however, the burials of
the Libyan Pharaohs contained precious goods. Though Leahy states that this is “at the very least,
compatible with the customs of a (semi-) nomadic people who habitually buried their dead where
they fell, without ostentation or prior conern,” (Leahy, “Libyan Period in Egypt,” 62) evidence
from the graves excavated by Bates near Mersa Matruh provides evidence that this statement is
also false. It seems most likely that burial rituals changed from emphasizing the afterlife to those
who had different beliefs with regards to death (and therefore no need for elaborate ritual).
17

Aston, Burial Assemblages, 391.

18

Ibid., 397. Aston notes that this occurred at Qantir, Tell El-Yahudieh, Tanis, Tell
Nebesheh, and Saft El-Henneh. This type of child burial is also found in the Levant, specifically
at Beth Shean. This author notes that during her excavations with PSU at Mendes, child burials in
jars dating to the same period were also found. However, these burials also occurred in parts of
Upper Egypt, such as El-Ahaiwah (Peter Lacovara, Stephen Quirke, and Patricia Podzorski, “A
Third Intermediate Period Fortress at El-Ahaiwah.” Cahiers de Recherches de l’Institute de
Papyrologie et d’Egyptologie de Lille 11, Sociétés Urbaines en Égypte et au Soudan (1989): 5968).
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Coffins created during this period show a clear Lower/Upper Egyptian divide –
the Upper Egyptian coffins of the Theban elite consisted of three sarcophagai – two
nested, wooden coffins that were carefully shaped around the head and feet, but with no
sculpted arms or hands, and with more decoration depicting registers of deities than text –
and a cartonnage case in the coffins, which was, however, elaborately designed and
brightly painted. As no discernable evolution has yet been found during excavations to
account for the changes in burial practices between the Late New Kingdom and Third
Intermediate Period, the change in sarcophagi suggests that the later designs were
imported into the area as a new ritual.20 Lower Egyptian coffins also contained nested,
wood, anthropoid coffins, but the bodies were either wrapped in linen or placed in a
cartonnage case. Only the lids of the wooden coffins were simply decorated, without the
complex motifs seen in the South. The craftsmanship of the north was not as ornate as
those in the south, which has led to these mummies being incorrectly dated to the later
Ptolemaic or Roman Periods.21
5.3 Culture And Texts
The social and cultural shifts which caused the political and religious change in
Egypt also subtly affected artistic representations, iconography, and most notably, the
amount and type of textual materials. Previously, the written language was very

19

Ibid., 393, 396. He does note, however, that some differences within burials may be
due to regional differences between Upper and Lower Egypt.
20

John Taylor, “Coffins as Evidence for a ‘North-South Divide’ in the 22nd-25th
Dynasties,” in The Libyan Period in Egypt: Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st-24th
Dynasties: Proceedings of a Conference at Leiden University, 25-27th October 2007, ed. by
Gerard Broekman, Robert Demarée, and Olaf Kaper (Leuven: Peeters, 2009), 378-9. Taylor notes
that these coffins were in fashion from the 22nd Dynasty until the 25th Dynasty.
21

Ibid., 379-80.
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important to Egyptian culture. The Egyptians had a thriving literate society – there were
scribes who composed many different types of documents, including poetry, literature,
propaganda, as well as historical and liturgical texts. From the Old Kingdom through the
Late New Kingdom, various texts are available to further understanding of Egyptian
culture, religion, government, and daily life.
However, the amount of textual evidence decreases during the Third Intermediate
Period. In the previous period, copious texts describe daily life of both the royalty and the
subjects. Later, the amount of textual evidence, especially official texts concerning
royalty, is so scarce that no accurate picture of Third Intermediate Period daily life (royal
or common) can be ascertained. Additionally, there were many changes within the
writing system itself, including grammar, spelling, and type of script (a switch from
hieroglyphs to hieratic). More monuments were inscribed with hieratic than with
traditional hieroglyphs.22 A nomadic people had neither need nor desire to create large
amounts of texts; therefore, these changes may allude to a group who did not fully
understand the traditional Egyptian writing system.23
The types of texts produced also change. While the tradition of inscribing official
accounts and historical texts on religious monuments or on statuary continued in a limited
fashion, no literary texts were produced at this time.24 The textual evidence found is

22

Edmund Meltzer, “Libios y Nubios: Algunos Contrastes.” Revista de Egiptología Isis, n. 10
(2002): 32; Yoyotte (“Les Principautes,” 125), notes that the stele describing Mendesian “Great
Chiefs” were all written in hieratic. Because the royal household most likely continued recordkeeping for administration, they would have used the local Egyptian scribal system. However, the
Libyans would have had no need to continue the tradition of using hieroglyphs for monumental
texts and hieratic for personal accounts. This switch from hieroglyphs to hieratic is not seen on
official royal monuments, which were still written traditionally.
23

Leahy, “Libyan Period in Egypt,” 60.
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similar to the earlier official texts and historical accounts, as following Egyptian tradition
may have been important.25 Genealogies become more popular during the Third
Intermediate Period, with accounts noting family members at least one previous
generation and as far back as five generations.26
5.4 Art And Iconography
While much emphasis is placed on the change in amount and type of textual
evidence, Libyan control of the country influenced Egyptian art and iconography as well.
While the Libyans utilized traditional Egyptian iconographic scenes when creating
artistic representations, they had the option of adding specific Libayan accessories to
their portraiture.27 Women depicted in art are shown with fuller midsections, thighs, and
breasts.28 While there seems to be no change in body type for men during this time,
Libyan men were portrayed wearing earrings, which was unconventional for Egyptian
men.29 Additionally, the beginnings of archaizing in Egyptian iconography began during

24

Ritner, Anarchy, 193-218, 220-227, 229-233, 235-258. El-Hibeh, Bubastis, and Karnak
Temples contain examples of Libyan rulers inscribing historical texts in Egyptian fashion on
temple walls; it is possible that the Pedubast cycle was influenced by the Third Intermediate
Period (Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 402).
25

Ritner, Anarchy; Ritner, “Egypt and the Vanishing Libyan,” 43.

26

Saleh, Investigating, 97; Winnicki (Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 402), states that a
list of five or more generations was common. This is supported by Behnke, who states that
modern nomads name five generations back when discussing ancestry (Behnke, Herders of
Cyrenaica, 105).
27

Saleh, Investigating, 94. Saleh notes, based on her analysis of wooden funerary stelae
from Upper, Middle, and Lower Egypt, that Libyans either chose to display their ethnicity
visually, or chose to represent themselves as Egyptian, but still used Libyan names, titles, or both.
28

Morkot, “Tradition, Innovation, and Researching,” 147; Morkot, “Archaism and
Innovation,” 94-95. However, Heidi Saleh determined that the more voluptuous portrayal of
women in Third Intermediate Period art evolved from Late New Kingdom artistic representations
(Saleh, Investigating, 96).
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this time.30 During the Third Intermediate Period, Libyan Period art followed the
traditional Egyptian canon, but with modifications. Like their predecessors in the New
Kingdom, the 22nd, 23rd, and 24th Dynasty Pharaohs favored archaizing motifs and scenes
based on Old, Middle, and early New Kingdom prototypes.31
5.5 Comparison Of Pottery From Mendes, Tanis, Sais, Memphis, and Tell El-Retaba
The textual evidence from Ramesses III at Medinet Habu, the changes in the
government, the religion, the artistic representations, and the types of texts written and
produced between the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period attests to a
migration of Libyans into Egypt who retained their ethnic identity, which is visible in the
shift in the ruling class. While these changes attest to a partial blending of Egyptian and
Libyan culture, very little archaeological evidence has been excavated from the Third
Intermediate Period from the Delta and Middle Egypt.32 The silver coffins of Psusennes I
or Sheshonq I confirms the stability of the royal treasury during this period, but these
sarcophagi are only a small representation of elite wealth and are not indicative of the
larger demographic shifts during this period.33 Thus the ceramic evidence, which is the

29

Morkot, “Tradition, Innovation, and Researching,” 147-148.

30

Ibid.,. 160; Jurman, “From the Libyan Dynasties,” 130- 131.

31

Morkot, “Archaism and Innovation,” 79-99. He notes that many examples of Egyptian
Art during the Early Third Intermediate Period from both Upper and Lower Egypt contain
archaisms that led to their misidentification when discovered (87-88, 93-95).
32

For excavation issues during the Third Intermediate Period, see: Chapter 1.1.3,
Limitations of the Study. Additionally, fortresses and settlements in Middle Egypt, such as at el
Hiba, while essential to understanding this period, have been looted during and after the 2011
revolution in Egypt, and are being continuously looted at present, thus creating informational
gaps in a previously rich historical site (Carol Redmount, “Ancient Egypt Meets a Modern
Revolution: El-Hibeh and Cultural Heritage Destruction” (lecture, University of Memphis,
Memphis, TN, April 22, 2013)).
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largest body of physical proof during both periods, may be able to illuminate the
migration patterns in the Nile Delta.
Because the Libyans in the Delta were using local, less calcareous clay to create
their vessels, it is possible that a modification in tempering materials may allude to a nonindigenous presence in the Delta. The ceramic vessels, as mentioned above, should also
shift to the larger and small ends of the form spectrum (for stashing or for carrying).
Finally, decoration, which can be considered culture-specific, should also change from
the Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period. Based on the evidence
presented in the previous chapter, it is clear that not only the fabrics, but also the forms
and decoration of Mendesian ceramics change between the Late New Kingdom and Third
Intermediate Period. This change may denote the demographic shift in population at
Mendes from only Egyptians to Egyptians and Libyans.
5.5.1 Fabric
As stated in the previous chapter, while the Vienna System is helpful for
systematic comparison between sites, it does not include regional variations or fabrics
used in periods later than the New Kingdom. Though each site uses a site-specific fabric
terminology, each fabric classification is comparable to descriptions within the Vienna
System (see Table 5).

33

Pierre Montet, Les Constructions et le Tombeau de Psousennes a Tanis. Paris, 1951.
Egyptian Pharaohs usually used gold to create their mummy masks and coffins; this shift to silver
for the Pharaoh’s coffin could display a shift in religious ideology; however, there is no evidence
linking this to the Libyans.
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Table 5: Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period fabric names for the sites
used in this study.34
Vienna System
Nile A

Mendes
NA

Sais
FN1

Tanis
-

Nile B1

NB1

-

-

Nile B2

NB2
NB2
limestone
NC
NC
limestone
NE

FN2, FN3

Other Silt

-

Nile C
Nile E

Marl A3

Mixed
Clay
Marl A3
Other
Marl

Tell El-Retaba
-

A1

Memphis
J2 Sandy
Variant
G1

FN2/3

-

G5, G6a?

-

FN5

A5

G4

NC

-

-

-

-

-

A3
A4 (TIP
Fabric)

J7 (TIP
Fabric)

NE
NB2 Sandy
Variant

FMN

-

G6b

-

-

-

-

-

-

K5 (TIP
Fabric)

34

NB1
NB2

-

For a description of all of the pastes, see: Wilson, Sais, 142-146; Jeffreys and Aston,
Memphis, 18-29; Anna Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” Polish Archaeology
in the Mediterranean XIX, Reports 2007 (2010); Laurent Bavay, “III. La Céramique dans le
Secteur du Parvis de la Porte Monumentale” in Tanis: Travaux Récents sur Le Tell San El-Hagar.
Mission Française des Fouilles de Tanis 1987-1997 (Paris: Noêsis, 1998), 317-318; Catherine
Defernez et Isnard, “La Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire,” 2-5;
Laemmel, Matériel Céramique, 5-6. Though seven fabrics were identified for Tanis, only the four
silt pastes have been included in this table – the marl fabrics do no occur in the Third
Intermediate Period corpora.

254

The Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period fabrics at Tanis were
divided into five silt pastes and three marl pastes.35 At Tanis, the most abundant fabrics
found during the period were pastes A1 (NB2), which comprised the bulk of the corpus
and A4, which is only attested during the Third Intermediate Period.36 A4 has no
equivalent in the Vienna system, and is characterized by a silt groundmass and a fine,
dense, and homogeneous paste which contains few mineral inclusions or temper. Small
particles of mica, quartz sand, small white nodules (about two millimeters), and some
particles of plant ash can be found in the groundmass (see Table 6). 37

35

The Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period ceramics have been studied by
area and published separately. Unfortunately, there is no study as yet that specifically focuses on
the pottery from the Late New Kingdom “inhumations primitives,” though it is mentioned in all
of the Third Intermediate Period ceramic studies. For more information on Tanis, please see
Appendix A, Tanis. For the ceramic studies, see: Bavay, “Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis;”
Defernez and Isnard, “La Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire;”
Laemmel, Matériel Céramique.
36

Marl pastes M1 (Marl F), M2, M3 (Marl F variant), and silt pastes A2, A3 (NE), and
A5 (NC) are all attested during the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period levels in
small amounts. Paste M2 was attested at the site by one sherd. Paste A2, according to Defernez
and Isnard (“Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire,” 2-5,) and Bavay
(“Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis,” 317-318), contains lots of ashy plant temper, and a bit of
mica or quartz sand inclusions. Though Defernez does not note the Vienna System equivalent, it
seems that A2 may be a NB1/NB1 variant or an NB2 variant. It was associated with cylindrical
storage jars. A3 was fairly poorly represented in the Tanis corpus, and A5 was used mainly for
domestic pottery, such as bread trays, basins, and covered ovens.
37

Defernez and Isnard, “Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire,”
3-4. The white nodules mentioned by Defernez and Bavay (“Céramique dans le Secteur du
Parvis,”318) may be limestone. Additionally, Bavay (Ibid) notes that similar jars are found at
Mendes (Hummel and Shubert, “Preliminary Report of the 1992 Season at Mendes: The Pottery
of the <<Landfill>>”, 10. Unfortunately, Hummel and Shubert do not detail the paste used for
these jars, so there is no clarification that this paste was used throughout the Delta exclusively for
a specific form.
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Table 6: Third Intermediate Period fabrics used at Tanis (From: Laurent Bavay, “III. La
Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis de la Porte Monumentale,” in Tanis: Travaux
Récents sur Le Tell San El-Hagar. Mission Française des Fouilles de Tanis 1987-1997,
ed. Philippe Brissaud et Christiane Zivie-Coche (Paris: Noêsis, 1998), 317-318;
Catherine Defernez, avec la participation de Fabien Isnard, “La Céramique des Niveaux
de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire dans l’Angle Nord-ouest du Temenos d’Amon à
Tanis (Sân el-Hagar): Essai de Typologie,” Bulletin de la Société Française des Fouilles
de Tanis Numéro 12 (1998): 2-5; Sabine Laemmel, Le Matériel Céramique du Temple
d’Horus de Mesen et des Sondages au Centre du Tell Sân el-Hagar de la Troisième
Période Intermédiaire à la Basse Epoque, Cahier de la Société Française des Fouilles de
Tanis 4 (Paris: Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis, 2011), 5-6).
Fabric
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
M1
M2
M3

Vienna System Equivalent (if applicable)
NB2
NB1/NB2 variant
NE
NC
Marl F
Marl F variant

The fabrics at Memphis were labeled with prefixes that correspond to the earliest
period in which they were found. Fabrics with a prefix “G-” (silt) or “H-” (marl) date to
the Late New Kingdom and following, and fabrics a with “J-” (silt) or “K-” (marl) date
from the 22nd Dynasty and later.38 G1 (NB 2) was the most common fabric found on the
site. In the Late New Kingdom, G1 was soft and weathered easily; the later Third
Intermediate Period equivalent was divided into a more common soft (G1) fabric and a

38

Jeffreys and Aston, Memphis, 18, 22, 25-26. In the New Kingdom, three fabrics found
at Memphis were made from a Marl paste (H1, H4, H14), and four were made from a silt paste
(G1 – NB2, G4 - NC, G5, G6). H14 is a poorly prepared fabric which contains unmixed clay
lumps and large mineral inclusions of fine, medium, and coarse limestone. Fine sand inclusions,
mica, dark rock, and red/brown particles, probably ochre, are also noted in the clay. There is no
corresponding fabric in the Vienna System. Aston notes that that this fabric also occurs at Qantir,
and posits that this clay has a Deltaic origin.
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hard fired (G1a) fabric.39 Fabric G5 is similar to a G1, but contains many limestone
inclusions, which seems similar to the NB2 Limestone fabric found at Mendes.40 One
Marl fabric (K5) and two Silt fabrics (J2 Sandy variant – NB1, J7) appear in the Third
Intermediate Period.41 J2 and J7, according to Aston, are markedly different than the silt
fabrics used in the Late New Kingdom.42 However, the fabrics at Memphis only show
slight variation between the two periods. The G1 fabric was found a bit more often in the
Third Intermediate Period, while G1a decreased slightly. G4 and G5 fabrics were
similarly represented in both corpora, and G6 decreased. There are more Marl fabrics that
appear in the Third Intermediate Period, while the Nile silt fabrics only slightly change in
frequency (see Table 7).

39

Ibid., 18-19; Chaff (both fine and coarse), and sand sized grains including mica and
quartz were included in the temper.
40

Ibid., 22-24. Aston equates this to a Nile D. The temper includes fine and medium
straw and limestone, as well as fine sand grains and rounded sand grains. Dark rock particles and
mica were also found in the paste, and were probably inclusions. The other silt fabric, G6, is
divided into two variants: G6a (little to no limestone inclusions) and G6b (conspicuous limestone
inclusions). Further analysis of this fabric concludes that G6a is a Nile silt fabric, and G6b is a
mixed fabric. G6b appeared in the corpus before G6a, in the late 18th dynasty.
41

Ibid., 26. K5 is dense and contains large inclusions, grog/ochre, sand, limestone, and
some coarse straw
42

Ibid., 24-27. Fabric J7 is hard and dense, and contained voids in the ceramic wall from
the organic inclusions burning out, and the absence of straw. The inclusions in the paste include
fine sand, some limestone, and black grits. J2 was well refined, and contains fine sand, mica, and
a few quartz grains. Two Oases clays were found, as well as Phoenician and Canaanite imports.
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Table 7: Amounts and percentages of fabrics used at Memphis (After: David Jeffreys and
David Aston, The Survey of Memphis III: The Third Intermediate Period Levels (London:
Egypt Exploration Society, 2007), 30-39).
Pastes
G1
G1a
G4
G5
G6
H1
H4
H14
K5
Imports
total

Late New Kingdom
145 (71.78%)
24 (11.88%)
8 (3.96%)
6 (2.97%)
15 (7.43%)
1 (.5%)
2 (.99%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (.5%)
202 (100%)

Third Intermediate Period
153 (78.46%)
15 (7.69 %)
9 (4.62%)
6 (3.08%)
6 (3.08%)
1 (.51%)
1 (.51%)
1 (.51%)
1 (.51%)
2 (1.03%)
195 (100%)

Excavations at Sais unearthed a variety of fabrics in both the Late New Kingdom
and Third Intermediate Period.43 Nine silt fabrics, five marl fabrics, one mixed clay
fabric, and two imported fabrics were found at the site.44 FN2/3, a NB2 variant, was the
most frequent fabric found at the site. The fabric contains numerous large limestone
particles, equivalent to a NB2 limestone fabric at Mendes. FN4, another silt fabric, was

43

Wilson, Sais, 142-3. Only those fabrics that directly relate to this study will be
described. The full classification, which was created by Sylvie Marchand and Catherine Defernez
for the Sais expedition (who had also devised the Tanis classification), was used after 2003 and
published by Wilson. Their typology is paraphrased above.
44

Ibid., 143, 145. The Marl Fabrics FM1, FM3, FM4 (Marl F), FM5 (Marl F variant)
FM7 (Marl D), FM9 were mostly associated with storage vessels. FM1, FM3, and FM9 were all
rare; further discussion between the forms and the fabrics will be continued below. Silt pastes
FN1 (NA), FN2 (NB2), FN3 (NB2 variant), FN4 (Qantir I.B.03), FN5 (NC), FN7, FN8, FN 11,
and FMN (Memphis G6a, Qantir IIIA) were found during excavations, and associated with
different forms. N7 may be a NC limestone or a NC variant. FN8 was rare, FN 11 was rare. For
further discussion of the fabrics and their relationship to forms, see below. FM12, an import, was
a Canaanite fabric. The “other” fabrics included in the analysis comprised the mixed fabric, the
marl (Upper Egyptian “imports”), and the Canaanite imported fabric (FM12).
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used for many vessels (see Table 8).45 More Nile silts (specifically FN1-3) are found
during the Third Intermediate Period than other types of fabrics.

Table 8: Amounts and percentages of fabrics used at Sais (From: Penelope Wilson, Sais
I: The Ramesside-Third Intermediate Period at Kom Rebwa, Excavation Memoir 98
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2011), 144).
Pastes
FN1-3 (NA/NB2/NB2 limestone)
FN5 (NC)
Other Silts (FN4 and FN7)
FMN (Mixed clay)
Marls (All-FM4/FM5/FM7/other)
Imports (FM12, other)
Total

Late New Kingdom
389 (65.49%)
40 (6.73%)
79 (13.3%)
32 (5.39%)
29 (4.88%)
25 (4.21%)
594 (100%)

Third Intermediate Period
190 (69.85%)
27 (9.93%)
36 (13.24%)
7 (2.57%)
2 (.74%)
10 (3.68%)
272 (100%)

Conversely, at Tell El-Retaba, little variation occurs between the two periods. Silt
fabrics NB1, NB2, NC, and NE are found during both periods, as well as a few Marl
fabrics.46 The NB2 Sandy Variant, which comprised a large part of both corpora, is
unlike the other regional fabric variations at the other sites, is most likely a local
variation.47 Most of the pottery from both periods was made from Nile Silt fabrics (97%

45

Ibid., 145. Marls were used to make “Amphorae or…small, fine vessels.”

46

Sławomir Rzepka, Anna Wodzińska, Claire Malleson, Jozef Hudec, Łukasz Jarmuźek,
Krzysztof Misiewicz, Wiesław Małkowski, and Miron Boghacki, “New Kingdom and the Third
Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba: Results of the Polish-Slovak Archaeological Mission,
Seasons 2009-2010.” Ägypten und Levante XXI (2011): 163. A quarter of the assemblage found
in 2009-2010 was made from marl fabrics, especially Marl D.
47

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 158. Further excavations and
ceramic studies at the site will help to further understanding of the ceramic corpora for these
periods.
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in the New Kingdom and 98% in the Third Intermediate Period).48 In the Third
Intermediate Period, this number changed slightly - about 98% of the material was made
from Nile fabrics, and less Marl fabrics were found.49 The marl and silt fabrics used at
Tell El-Retaba show a slight change between the two periods. Jars, bowls, and cups were
made from NB2 Sandy Variant, while plates, trays, and amphorae were made from other
silt fabrics (see Table 9).

Table 9: Fabrics at Tell El-Retaba

Bowls
Cups
Jars
Amphorae
Trays
Flasks

Late New Kingdom
NB2 Sandy, Marl, NB1
NB2 Sandy
NB2 Sandy, Marl
Marl F, Marl D
NC, NE
-

Third Intermediate Period
NB2 Sandy, NB1
NB2 Sandy
NB2 Sandy, Marl, NC, NE, NB2, NA/NB1
NC, NE
NB2, NB1

All five sites had corpora largely created from silt pastes in both periods. At
Mendes, the majority of the Late New Kingdom pots were created from a NB2 paste. The
later vessels were mainly created from a NB2 limestone paste – a modified Late New
Kingdom fabric. The Late New Kingdom vessels made from a NB2 have little to no
limestone temper in their matrix; the addition of limestone and shell temper to the NB2
paste marks the change between the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period.
Additionally, the vast amount of silt pastes, especially A1 and A4 found at Tanis, G5 at
48

Anna Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery.” Polish Archaeology in the
Mediterranean XX, Research 2008, (2011): 146.
49

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period,” 160. Only the
amphorae were made from Marl fabrics.
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Memphis, and FN 2/3 at Sais (see Table 5 above), parallels the fabric production at
Mendes for both the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period. The NB2 paste
at Mendes portrays a shift in tempering agents, and a new fabric was added to the types
already used at Tanis and Memphis. Percentages in specific fabric use also changed at
Memphis – the percentage of G1 increased between the Late New Kingdom and the third
Intermediate Period, while the percentages of G6 and G1a dropped. Only Tell El-Retaba
displays little variation between the two periods.
Crushed shell and limestone would have been and is still abundant in the Sahara,
as it is an ancient sea basin. The amount of crushed shell and limestone, which was
previously used sparingly in Egyptian fabric preparation, is similar to most of the pastes
created by the Libyans in Libya, who would have used desert sand to make their fabric.
Fabrics with large amounts of crushed calcitic material appear at all the sites in varying
amounts except at Tell El-Retaba. The change to a calcitic tempering agent in the Third
Intermediate Period may be attributed to the Libyans, as these materials were not native
to the Delta and had to be collected elsewhere.
5.5.2 Form
The Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period ceramics from Tanis were
excavated from various parts of the site and were published by sector. The Late New
Kingdom material was excavated from the court area near the monumental gate (“the
black layer”), the ovens, and from the “burials primative,” when the site was used as a
cemetery prior to settlement in the 21st Dynasty.50 The area was dated by stratigraphic
context as well as by using securely dated ceramic comparisons from other sites. The
50

Bavay, “Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis,” 316.
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Third Intermediate Period material comes from the north-west angle of the Temenos wall
of the Temple of Amun51 and the Temple of Horus of Mesen and sondages at the center
of the site.52 These ceramics were also dated based on context/stratigraphy as well as
through comparative analysis (see Tables 10a, 10b, 10c).

Table 10a: Late New Kingdom fabrics and forms found at Tanis (After: Laurent Bavay,
“III. La Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis de la Porte Monumentale,” in Tanis:
Travaux Récents sur Le Tell San El-Hagar. Mission Française des Fouilles de Tanis
1987-1997, ed. Philippe Brissaud et Christiane Zivie-Coche (Paris: Noêsis, 1998)).
Form (Open)
Cups (6)
General bowls (4)
With flared walls (10)
Ovoid bowl (4)
Carinated bowl (1)
Bread Plate/Dokka (4)
Ovoid vase (1)
Pot

Fabric
Form (Closed)
A1, A2, A3 Jars (2)
Biconical Jar (1)
A3, A1,
Jar Necks (22)
A5, A1, A3
A1
With three handles (1)
A1
A5
Jar base
A1
Bottle, round base (1)
Bottle, narrow neck (1)
Carinated bottle (1)
1 A1-A2
“Pigeon Pot”53 (1)
Pilgrim flask (3)

Fabric
A5 coarse, A5 fine
A1 fine
A1, A2, A4, A1A4
A4
1 NA?
A3
A1
A1
A1 coarse
A1

51

Defernez et Isnard, “Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisème Période Intérmediaire,” 1.

52

Laemmel, Matériel Céramique du Temple d’Horus de Mesen et des Sondages, 3.

53

For more information on pigeon pots at Tanis, see Thomas Sagory, “Note sur une
forme originale de poterie de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire : le nichoir suspendu” Le
Bulletin de la Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis 14 (Paris: la Société Française des Fouilles
de Tanis, 2000), 29-39.
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Table 10b: Third Intermediate Period fabrics and forms found at Northwest Temenos of
Amun at Tanis (After: Catherine Defernez, avec la participation de Fabien Isnard, “La
Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire dans l’Angle Nord-ouest
du Temenos d’Amon à Tanis (Sân el-Hagar): Essai de Typologie,” Bulletin de la Société
Française des Fouilles de Tanis Numéro 12 (1998):1-29).
Transport Ware:
Closed Forms
Formes A) Large
Storage/Transport Containers
with Two Handles
1. Storage jars: Pithoi
2. Storage jars, modelled rims
3. Storage jars, simple rims
4. Collarless storage jars
5. Spindle jars, high collar
6. Silt amphorae

A1, A4
A1, A4
A1, A4
A1, A4
A1, A4
A2

20. Basins
21. Large plate/dish/mortar
22. Bread plates (dokka)
23. Dishes/bowls, ring base
Formes B) Table Containers
24. Ovoid plates/bowls

7. Ovoid marl amphorae

M1

25. Convex bowls/cups, high
carination (Late New Kingdom)
26. Convex bowls, inverted rims

Formes B) Large Storage
Vessels, Without Handles
8. Large neckless storage jars
9. Various jars (vases)
Formes C) Medium Storage
Containers Without Handles
10. Spindle-shaped neckless
storage jars with shoulder
11. Spherical jars with high
necks and modelled rims
12. Globular/ovoid jars with
high, straight necks
13. Ovoid jars
14. Spherical jars, high necks
and flared, molded rims
15. Spherical jars, short necks
and flared, molded rims
Formes D) Small Containers
16. Flasks with three handles
17. Pilgrim flasks/Pilgrim bottles
18. Jug or bottle
19. Various vessels, marl fabric

Fabric

A5
A1,
A1-A4
A1-A3,
A4
A1, A3

Open Forms: Wide-Mouthed
Containers
Formes A)Utensils for domestic
use: food preparation

Fabric

A5
A5
A5, A1
A5, A4
A1, A3,
A4
A1
A1

27. Dishes/bowls, flattened bases,
28. Deep cups, flat bases and thin,
flared walls (Late New Kingdom)
29. Shallow cups/lids
with flat, pointed bases
30. Cups

A1, A4
A1

31. Beakers, flat bases

A1

A1
A1

A2 or
A1-A4
A1-A4
A1, A4

32. Beakers, pointed bases

A1, A4

33. Cups/goblets, double rim
34. Chalices

A1
A1

A1

Formes C) Various Utensils

A5
M2
NA?
M3

35. Bread Pans
36. Funnels (Pigeon Pots)
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A1, A5
A1, A4

Table 10c54: Third Intermediate Period fabrics and forms found at the Temple of Horus of
Mesen and central sondages at Tanis (After: Sabine Laemmel, Le Matériel Céramique du
Temple d’Horus de Mesen et des Sondages au Centre du Tell Sân el-Hagar de la
Troisième Période Intermédiaire à la Basse Epoque, Cahier de la Société Française des
Fouilles de Tanis 4 (Paris: Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis, 2011)).
Forme
III.1.1: Collarless (Neckless) Storage Jars
III.1.1.1 Jars with ovoid bodies and thickened
rims (without handles - Meat jars)
III.1.1.2: Jars with internal ledge
III.1.1.3 Wide-mouthed jars with cylindrical
body (with/without handles)
III.1.1.4 Narrow mouthed jars with globular
or spindle-shaped bodies
III.1.2 Necked Storage Jars

Fabric
A1, A4
A4
A1, A4
A1, A4

III.1.4.3 Beer Jars

54

“primitive burials,” Dynasty 21
“primitive burials,”
Dynasties 21-22
Dynasties 21-22

A1, A4
A1, A4
A1, A4
A1
A1
A1/A5

Dynasties 21-22
Third Intermediate Period?
Third Intermediate Period

A1/A4
A1/A4

Third Intermediate Period
Third Intermediate Period
Late New Kingdom/Early Third
Intermediate Period

A1, A4

A3

III.1.4.4 Jar with a short, straight neck
(imitation of a Canaanite jar?)
III.1.4.5 Narrow necked jars with simple rims
III.1.5 Bottles
III.1.5.1 Bottle necked chalice
III.1.5.2 Straight necked bottle
III.1.6 Small Jars
III.1.6.1 Straight necked jar

Dynasties 21-22

“primitive burials,” Early Third
Intermediate Period
“primitive burials,”
Dynasties 21-22
Dynasties 21-22
“primitive burials”
Dynasties 21-22

III.1.2.1 Wide-mouthed jars
III.1.2.2 Short-necked jars with curved,
bulbous rim
III.1.2.3 Jars with a conical neck, no shoulder
III.1.2.4 High, rounded necked jars
III.1.2.5 Short necked jars
III.1.3 Other storage jars
III.1.3.1 Ovoid Jars
III.1.3.2 Jars with a rounded base
III.1.3.3 Incised body sherds
III.1.4 Various Jars
III.1.4.1 Small funnel necked jar
III.1.4.2 Globular Jars

Period(s) Found at Tanis

A1

Dynasty 22

A1

Third Intermediate Period55

A1, A2
A1

Third Intermediate Period
Third Intermediate Period

A1

Third Intermediate Period

Note: all forms in this chart are made from silt fabrics. No marl fabrics were found in

this area.
55

A parallel was found on site dating to the New Kingdom.
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Table 10c continued
Forme
III.1.6.2 Globular jar, painted bands on neck
III.1.6.3 Jars with ovoid body and short neck
III.1.6.4 Globular jar
III.1.6.5 Jar with a piriform body
III.1.6.6 Jar, rounded base
III.6.7 Small jar with a flared neck
III.1.7 Bowls, cups, and Basins

Fabric
A1
A1, A2
A1
A1, A2
A1
A1/A4

III.1.7.1 Conical bowls

A1

III.1.7.2 Cups (dishes?) with a flared rim

A1, A2

III.1.7.3 Cups (dishes?) with a simple rim

A1/A4

III.1.7.4 Hemispherical bowls, everted rims
III.1.7.5 Bowls, simple/tapered, straight rim
III.1.7.6 Bowl with an incurved rim
III.1.7.7 bowls with a slight groove in the rim
III.1.7.8 basin with a slight groove in the rim
III.1.7.9 Bowls/basins, high carination

A2, A3
A1, A2
A1
A1
A1
A1

III.1.7.10 Variants of the carinated bowl

A2

III.1.7.11 Bowls, straight or slightly carinated
walls, straight rim or internal modelling
III.1.7.12 Basins with a high carination
III.1.7.13 Bowls/basins, thick internal rim
III.1.7.14 Bowl with an external ledge
III.1.7.15 Bowl, painted interior

usually
A1
A1, A5
A1/A4
A1
A1
A1,
A1/A5
A5

III.1.7.16 Deep basins
III.1.7.17 Basins with a triangular rim
III.1.8 Cups and Chalices
III.1.8.1 Dish?

A1

III.1.8.2 Miniature dish?

A1

III.1.8.3 Chalices

A1, A4

III.1.9 Juglets
III.1.9.1 Local imitation bicolor
Cypro-Palestinian juglet
III.1.9.2 various juglets
III.1.10 Pilgrim flasks
III.1.10.1 Large flasks
III.1.10.2 Medium and small flasks
III.1.11 Vases and Jars, Painted Decoration
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Period(s) Found at Tanis
Dynasties 21-22
Dynasties 22-24
Third Intermediate Period?
Early Third Intermediate Period
Third Intermediate Period?
Early Third Intermediate Period
“primitive burials,” Early Third
Intermediate Period
Dynasties 21-24
Late New Kingdom/Third
Intermediate Period?
Dynasties 21-22
Early Third Intermediate Period
Early Third Intermediate Period
Dynasties 21-22
Dynasties 21-22
Late New Kingdom -Dynasty 21
Late New Kingdom/Third
Intermediate Period?
End of 8th to beginning of the 7th
century BCE
Parallels: Dynasties 20-21
Dynasty 21 - 7th century BCE
Third Intermediate Period
Early Third Intermediate Period?
Dynasties 21 or 22
Early Third Intermediate Period
“primitive burials,” Dynasties
21-22
Early Third Intermediate Period
End of the 8th-beginning of the
7th century BCE

A4

9th-8th centuries BCE

A1, A4

Third Intermediate Period

A1, A4
A1, A4
A1

Third Intermediate Period
Third Intermediate Period
Early Dynasty 21

Table 10c continued.
Forme
III.1.12 Miscellaneous

Fabric

III.1.12.1 Pigeon pots or funnels

A1, A4

III.1.12.2 Spinning bowl
III.1.12.4 Small dokka/bread plate

A1
A1, A5
coarse
A1

III.1.12.5 Large dokka/bread plate

A5

III.1.12.3 Stands

Period(s) Found at Tanis
Late New Kingdom,
Third Intermediate Period
Third Intermediate Period
Third Intermediate Period
Third Intermediate Period?
“primitive burials,”
Third Intermediate Period

The Late New Kingdom ceramics at Tanis provide examples of both religious and
everyday pottery; though there is no classification for the entire site, there were many
jars, cups, and bowls in each area. The Third Intermediate Period pottery was also
excavated from domestic and religious (both temple use as well as foundation deposit)
areas.56 There are some forms that are found in both periods, there are Third Intermediate
Period forms which show a clear evolution from the Late New Kingdom, and there are
forms which seem to be transitional form that was only made between the two periods.
Though new forms appear during the Third Intermediate Period and older forms were
phased out, many forms at Tanis appear to have evolved from the earlier Late New
Kingdom pottery (see Table 11).

56

The pottery belonging to the royal tombs was published earlier and separately: see
Pierre Montet, La nécropole royale de Tanis. Volume 1: Les constructions et le tombeau
d’Osorkon II à Tanis (Paris: Fouilles de Tanis, 1947); Montet, Les constructions et le tombeau de
Psousennès; Pierre Montet, La nécropole royale de Tanis. Volume 3: Les constructions et le
tombeau de Chechanq III à Tanis (Paris: Fouilles de Tanis, 1960).

266

Table 11: Forms found at Tanis
Late New
Kingdom

Third
Intermediate
Period

Both
Periods

Bavay:

Bowls with
flared walls,
Carinated
bowl,
Biconical jar,
Bottle with
rounded
base,
Bottle with
narrow neck,
Carinated
bottle,
Ovoid vase
Defernez Formes 7, 9
Formes 1, 2, 3, 4,
et
5, 8, 10, 11, 14,
Isnard57:
15, 16, 19, 20, 21,
23, 25, 26, 27, 31,
33, 34, 36
Laemmel: III.1.2.4,
III.1.1.1, III.1.2.1
III.1.2.5
III.1.2.3, III.1.3.1
III.1.3.2, III.1.3.3
III.1.4.4, III.1.6.2
III.1.6.4, III.1.6.5
III.1.6.6, III.1.7.2
III.1.7.4, III.1.7.7
III.1.7.8,
III.1.7.11
III.1.7.13,
II.1.7.14
III.1.7.16, II.1.8.3
III.1.9.1

57

Evolved
Form

Intermediate
Form

Formes 24,
28

Formes
12, 13,
32

Forme 29

III.1.1.2
III.1.1.3
III.1.4.1
III.1.4.3
III.1.4.5
III.1.7.1
III.1.7.3
III.1.7.10
III.1.7.13
III.1.8.1

III.1.1.4
III.1.2.2
III.1.3.5
III.1.5.1
III.1.5.2
III.1.6.3
III.1.7.5
III.1.7.14
III.1.12.3

III.1.1.1
III.1.6.1
III.1.6.7
III.1.7.6
III.1.7.9
III.1.7.15
III.1.7.17
III.1.8.2
III.1.11.11
III.1.12.2

All three:
Cups,
Bowls,
Ovoid
bowl, Jars,
Pilgrim
Flasks,
Dokkas,
Pigeon pots

Forme 6, a silt amphora, is most likely a late intrusion (according to Defernez and
Isnard), so it is not included in this chart. Defernez et Isnard, “Céramique des Niveaux de la
Troisème Période Intérmediaire,” 8.
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The Late New Kingdom corpus at Memphis contains 202 vessels separated into
ten categories: plates, dishes, bowls, cups, jars, amphorae, trays, open forms,
miscellaneous forms, and imports. The 195 vessels in the Third Intermediate Period
assemblage display slightly more variation than in the Late New Kingdom assemblage.
Plates, bowls, cups, jars, trays, open and closed forms, amphorae, bottles/flasks, jugs,
imports, and miscellaneous forms were found (see Table 12).58

Table 12: Percentages of forms found at Memphis (After: David Jeffreys and David
Aston, The Survey of Memphis III: The Third Intermediate Period Levels (London :
Egypt Exploration Society, 2007), 30-39).
Forms
Dish
Plate
Bowl
Cup
Jar
Amphora
Tray
Open Form
Closed Form
Bottle/Flask
Jug
Miscellaneous
Imports
Total

Late New Kingdom
4 (2%)
42 (20.8%)
42 (20.8%)
34 (16.8%)
52 (25.7%)
5 (2.4%)
1 (.5%)
10 (5%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
10 (5%)
2 (1%)
202 (100%)

Third Intermediate Period
0 (0%)
37 (19%)
21 (10.8%)
45 (23.1%)
62 (31.8%)
5 (2.6%)
2 (1%)
8 (4.1%)
1 (.5%)
1 (.5%)
1 (.5%)
10 (5.1%)
2 (1%)
195 (100%)

The amounts and types of forms found during excavations at Memphis change
between the two periods. Dishes do not appear in the Third Intermediate Period corpus,
but jugs, bottles, and possibly flasks, although rarely, do appear in the later corpus.
Bowls, which were found in large amounts during the Late New Kingdom, drastically
58

The formulae and descriptions of Aston’s vessel index and vessel shapes can be found
in Chapter 4.1.3, footnote 30.
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decrease in the Third Intermediate Period. The percentage of cups and jars also increases
from the Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period. The frequencyof all other
forms stay fairly consistent between the two periods. The change in percentages of bowls,
cups, and jars may be due to the large numbers of Libyans living in the community, who
may have continued using specific types of shapes to prepare, cook, and store ethnic
foods.
The Sais classification was first separated temporally, then divided into six large
groups based on form, and then further subdivided into types. Other groups were created
for decorated sherds, miscellaneous items, and imported vessels.59 Each type was then
compared across the periods (see Table 13).

Table 13: Percentages of forms found at Sais (From: Penelope Wilson, Sais I: The
Ramesside-Third Intermediate Period at Kom Rebwa, Excavation Memoir 98 (London:
Egypt Exploration Society, 2011), 149).
Forms
Bowls
Neckless Forms
Necked Forms
Flasks
Bread
Coarsewares
Handles
Others
Total

Late New Kingdom
234 (40.7%)
63 (11%)
151 (26.3%)
13 (2.3%)
59 (10.3%)
16 (2.8%)
22 (3.8%)
16 (2.8%)
574 (100%)

59

Third Intermediate Period
124 (45.5%)
21 (7.7%)
67 (24.6%)
9 (3.3%)
17 (6.25%)
21 (7.7%)
7 (2.5%)
6 (2.2%)
272 (100%)

Wilson, Sais, 146. Only Phases II, II-III, III, III-IV, and IV will be discussed here.
Phase I is topsoil and sebbakhin, while Phase V is too early.
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At Tell El-Retaba, the Late New Kingdom ceramics date to the Ramesside Period,
when the site housed soldiers living in a large fortress.60 The assemblage includes
tableware (plates, cups, bowls61), domestic vessels (large trays62), and storage vessels
(storage jars and slender jars,63 meat jars,64 amphorae65). Many of the Late New Kingdom
forms found at Tell El-Retaba are also found at other sites, including Tanis, though the
fabrics and forms of the ceramics share more similarities to those found at Qantir during
the same period.66

60

Sławomir Rzepka, Anna Wodzińska, Tomasz Herbich, and Jozef Hudec, “Tell el
Retaba 2007-2008.” Ägypten und Levant 19 (2009): 267-268; Anna Wodzińska, “Pottery and
Chronology. Preliminary Remarks on Ceramic Material from Tell el-Retaba,” in Under the
Potter’s Tree: Studies on Ancient Egypt Presented to Janine Bourriau on the Occasion of her 70th
Birthday, ed David Aston, Bettina Bader, Carla Gallorini, Paul Nicholson, and Sarah
Buckingham, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 204 (Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters, 2011), 1020;
Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 163.
61

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 268; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The
Pottery,” 147. Though Wodzińska initially separates plates and bowls, she groups them together
in subsequent publications. See: Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 146ff. One bowl
was made from a NB1.
62

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 155.

63

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell elRetaba,”163-5; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 268; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba
2008: The Pottery,” 147. The sausage jars are published as “Jars with rounded narrow rims.”
They were elongated, and measured about 52 cms long; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic
Survey, 2007,” 153;
64

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell elRetaba,”163. Other marl jars were found: one had a cylindrical neck and rounded rim; others
contained a rounded recurved rim. Most of the jars with the rounded recurved rims were made
from Marl A4. Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 268; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008:
The Pottery,” 147; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 153.
65

Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1020. Few amphorae were found. Four were
used for child burials, and were missing their bases. Only one retained a rim.
66

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell elRetaba,”165. The similarity between the two sites is further bolstered by the fact that both sites
used scrapers made from broken pottery, which were used for leatherworking.
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The Third Intermediate Period at Tell El-Retaba was characterized by settled
families living in houses and using a large stable.67 The abundant ceramic material was
divided into a few dominant vessel types: bowls,68 jars,69 and flasks,70 drinking vessels

67

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”

169.
68

Bowls were classified by rim type: recurved rims, which were found in the floor
context of the stable (Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell elRetaba,” 160; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 268; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009:
The Pottery,” 129. Similar bowls have also been found at other sites during the Third
Intermediate Period, including at Elephantine, Memphis, Qantir, and Tanis), hemispherical bowls
(Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1021; Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third
Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 159), and large bowls with thickened, flaring rims
(Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The Pottery,” 129; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,”
272).
69

Jars and flasks, all of which were found incomplete, were the second largest group in
the classification. They were grouped by use. Jars with long cylindrical necks and slightly
thickened rims, which may be what Wodzińska earlier denoted as funnel necked jars, were
subdivided into those with straight rims, biconical bodies and painted bases, (Wodzińska,
“Pottery and Chronology,” 1022), and those with slightly “recurved” rims (Wodzińska, “Pottery
and Chronology,” 1021; Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell
el-Retaba,” 162; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 148), small jars with cylindrical
necks, globular bodies, and nipple bases (Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third
Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 161), “hole-mouthed” jars (Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba
Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 154; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The Pottery,” 129), “pigeon
pots,” which were also found at Mendes, Tanis, and Buto (Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 20072008,” 273; Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”
162; Peter French, “Why Does Egyptian Pottery Change?” (lecture, Vienna II: Ancient Egyptian
Ceramics in the 21st Century, Institut für Ägyptologie, Universität Wien, Vienna, Austria, May
16, 2012); Sagory, “Note sur une forme originale de poterie”, and storage jars. Few storage jars
were found. One storage jar, found in situ, was bag-shaped (Wodzińska, “Pottery and
Chronology,” 1022; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The Pottery,” 130); the other had a round
flaring rim (Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”
160-161). One “chamber pot” with a wide, open, flaring rim and a ring base was also found
(Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 272).
70

Flasks, which Wodzińska classified as jars, had incurved walls, flaring rims, and two
small handles. This determination was made by the author using Aston’s definitions applied in
Chapter 4 (Aston, Die Keramik des Grabungsplatzes QI, 43). Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 20072008,” 273; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 150. Additionally, three pilgrim
flasks were made from Nile Silt Fabrics (Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third
Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 160-161; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 273;
Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 150).
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(cups71 and goblets72), and bread forms (bread molds73 and bread trays74). Two percent of
the vessels were too fragmentary to determine form.75
In the Late New Kingdom, the vessels connect the site with the preparation,
storage, and service of food (serving bowls, amphorae, and storage jars were found, but
no cooking pots have yet been uncovered). The assemblage mainly contained a large
amount of simple, open forms.76 In contrast, the Third Intermediate Period pottery
denotes both cooking and food serving activities as well as craft activities (see Table
14).77

71

The cups were likely mass-produced, as they were found in large amounts and poorly
constructed. They are a continuation from the Late New Kingdom cups mentioned above. Rzepka
et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 271; Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1021;
Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The Pottery,” 128; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The
Pottery,” 148, in which she also calls these “small bowls.” Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the
Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 160-161.
72

Only fragments of goblet bases were found. Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,”
1022; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The Pottery,” 130.
73

These vessels were made through the Late Period. Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 20072008,” 272, Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 148. These seem to be the same as
shallow bread trays; see: Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1022; Wodzińska, “Tell elRetaba 2009: The Pottery,” 129.
74

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 155; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba
2007-2008,” 272.
75

Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1020. Imports were also found at the site,
though most dated to either the 18th Dynasty or to the late Period. As this study focuses on locally
made ceramics, the imports will not be included in this analysis. Anna Wodzińska, “Imported
Vessels found in Tell el-Retaba – Signs of Egypt International Contacts.” Journal of Ancient
Egyptian Interconnections 4, no.4 (2012): 45; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey,
2007,” 155.
76

Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1024; Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the
Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 165.
77

This could be due to the change in demographics at the site, or the areas that have been
excavated. Additionally, the bowls found in the stable could have been used for drinking, feeding,
or milking the animals, which were most likely sheep/goats . Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and
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Table 14: Forms found at Tell El-Retaba
Form
Bowls

Drinking
Vessels

Late New Kingdom
“Recurved rims,” flaring
walls: NB2 Sandy Variant
Small bowl
Carinated bowl
External ledged bowl

NB2 Sandy Variant

Bread Vessels
Closed Forms
(Jars/Flasks)

Large trays: NC or NE
Sausage/Slender Jars:
NB2 Sandy Variant
Meat Jars: Marl D
Amphorae: Marl D, Marl F
Meat Jars: Marl D
Miscellaneous Jars, Nile Silts

Third Intermediate Period
“Recurved rims,” pointed bases:
NB2 Sandy Variant

Hemispherical with incurved rims and
pointed bases: NB1
Large bowls with thick, flaring rims:
NB2 Sandy Variant
Straight, thin walls, slightly pointed,
shaped bases: NB2 Sandy Variant
Goblet base, NB2
Bread molds: NC or NE
Bread trays: NC or NE

Long cylindrical necks, thickened straight
rims, biconical bodies: NB2 Sandy Variant
Long cylindrical necks, slightly “recurved”
thickened rims: Marl fabric
Small jar, cylindrical neck, globular body,
nipple base
"Hole-mouth" jars, incurved, thickened
rims: NB2 Sandy Variant
Flasks, flaring rims, incurved walls, two
handles
Flasks, cylindrical neck, at least two small
handles
Pilgrim flasks: NB2/NB1
"Chamber Pot", wide, open, flaring rim,
ring base: NB2
"Pigeon Pots:" NB2, NC, NE
"Bag-shaped" storage jar, two handles
attached high on shoulder
Storage jar, round, flaring rim: NB2
the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 162-163; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The
Pottery,” 131; Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1025-1026.
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There are parallel forms that can be found at Mendes, Memphis, and Tanis, such
as the bowls with string impressions and square rims (see Figures 19-21).78 One single
type of bowl with lug handles exists at Mendes and at Sais.79 Many of the forms seen at
Tanis are paralleled at other sites – Qantir, Mendes, Memphis, Tell El-Retaba, and Tell
El-Daba.

1

2

Figure 19 – Comparative forms from Mendes and Tanis.
1. Mendes 7MP785; 2. Tanis, Forme 23B (from: Catherine Defernez, avec la
participation de Fabien Isnard, “La Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période
Intermédiaire dans l’Angle Nord-ouest du Temenos d’Amon à Tanis (Sân el-Hagar):
Essai de Typologie,” Bulletin de la Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis Numéro 12
(1998): Plate 13).

78

Sais also contains these types of bowls. While rare at Sais, similar forms have been
found at Qantir dating to the 20-21st dynasty, as well as at other NK sites. This bowl is also seen
in Upper Egypt, at El-Ahaiwah (Lacovara, Quirke, and Podzorski, “Third Intermediate Period
Fortress,” 60, figure 2a).
79

Wilson, Sais, 153.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

Figure 20 – Comparative forms from Mendes, Tanis, Sais, Memphis, Tell El-Retaba, and
Mersa Matruh. 1. Mendes 7MP611; 2. Mendes 8MP168; 3. Sais, P.298 (From: Penelope
Wilson, Sais I: The Ramesside-Third Intermediate Period at Kom Rebwa, Excavation
Memoir 98 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2011), Plate 27.21); 4. Memphis (From
David Jeffreys and David Aston, The Survey of Memphis III: The Third Intermediate
Period Levels (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2007), Figure 29.178); 5.Tell ElRetaba P414 (From: Anna Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” Polish
Archaeology in the Mediterranean XIX, Reports 2007 (2010): 154, Figure 3.2); 6. Mersa
Matruh (From: Linda Hulin, “Bronze Age Plain Pottery: Egyptian, Canaanite, and
Cyptriot.” In Marsa Matruh II: the Objects, ed. Donald White, Prehistory Monographs 2
(Philadelphia: The Institute for Aegean Prehistory Academic Press, 2002), 28, Figure 8.5,
“Egyptian Wares,” 8.83).
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1

2

Figure 21- Comparative forms from Mendes and Tanis.
1. Mendes 7MP868; 2. Tanis Forme 16 (From Catherine Defernez, avec la participation
de Fabien Isnard, “La Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire
dans l’Angle Nord-ouest du Temenos d’Amon à Tanis (Sân el-Hagar): Essai de
Typologie,” Bulletin de la Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis Numéro 12 (1998):
Plate 11).

All of the sites display a change in the amounts and types of forms between the
two periods. At Mendes especially, though there is little evolution in forms, the pottery
corpus changes greatly, though this may be due to the restricted assemblage found dating
to the Late New Kingdom. The repertoire of mostly jars (used as votives) changes to
include a more varied assemblage. Bowls, which were generally absent in the Late New
Kingdom ceramics (seemingly only used as lids) at Mendes, become prominent in the
Third Intermediate Period corpus. Jars, still abundant in the Third Intermediate Period,
display a greater variation than in the Late New Kingdom. Though drinking vessels
(beakers/decanters) decline in the later period, trays, miniatures, bottles and flasks, and
stands are only seen in the Third Intermediate Period. There are also more imported
vessels in the Third Intermediate Period assemblage than in the Late New Kingdom (see
Table 15).
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Table 15: Percentages and amounts (in parentheses) of forms found at Mendes (After:
Rexine Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics at Mendes,” in Delta Reports, Volume
1: Research in Lower Egypt, ed. Donald Redford (Oxford: Oxbow, 2009); Rachel
Mittelman, “Hat Mehyt: An Investigation of her Fish Cult at Mendes.” M.A. Thesis (The
Pennsylvania State University, 2006)).
Late New
Kingdom

Form
Bowls
Dishes
Plates
Bread Forms
Goblets
Basins
Vats
Open Bases
Beakers/Decanters
Cylindrical Jars/Slender Jars
Shouldered jars with necks/tall everted rims
Globular/Ovoid Jars
Beer Jars
Holemouth jars
Bag-shaped/ovoid jars with modelled, cut rims
Shoulderless, neckless jars with modelled rims
and narrow mouths
Fish Jars
Bottles
Flasks
Jugs
Amphorae
Storage Jars
Closed Bases
Undetermined bases
Stands
Miniatures
Miscellaneous
Total:
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1.86% (8)
32.95% (142)
3.71% (16)
29.46% (127)
24.83% (107)
-

Third
Intermediate
Period
19.13% (44)
14.34% (33)
3.04% (7)
.87% (2)
.87% (2)
.87% (2)
1.30% (3)
1.30% (3)
.43% (1)
12.60% (29)
3.48% (8)
3.04% (7)

-

7.85% (18)

1.39% (6)
.7% (3)
.93% (4)

3.48% (8)
3.48% (8)
1.74% (4)
3.04% (7)
.43% (1)
1.74% (4)
5.22% (12)
4.78% (11)
2.19% (5)
4.78% (11)
100% (230)

4.17% (18)
100% (431)

All of the sites show a change in the forms of the ceramic repertoire. At Mendes,
a larger variety of forms, more focused on bowls and medium sized jars, is emphasized
during the Third Intermediate Period. At Tanis, the corpus is split between larger storage
vessels and smaller “table” vessels. At Memphis, the main groups of vessels, plates,
bowls, cups, and jars changes slightly, though the amounts of plates and bowls decreases
and the cups and jars increases. At Sais, The percentage of bowls rises in the Third
Intermediate Period, while the percentage of jars and bread forms decreases.
Tell El-Retaba, however, does not conform to this pattern. There is a slight
discrepancy between the forms found in the Late New Kingdom and the Third
Intermediate Period. Unlike the other sites, there were fewer vessels found in the Late
New Kingdom than in the Third Intermediate Period.80 Bowls with external ledges and
two rows of string impressions begin to appear in the ceramic record in the Late New
Kingdom and continue to be made through the Third Intermediate Period. Cups and large
trays also follow this trend.81 The jars with round rims, and marl jars with a cylindrical
neck and rounded rim, visible in the Late New Kingdom corpus, do not appear in the later
Third Intermediate Period corpus.82 Amphorae were not found in the Third Intermediate
Period, and seem to have been replaced by flasks, which have only been found in Third
Intermediate Period levels. Though the New Kingdom assemblage contained a large
number of silt bowls, there were less in Third Intermediate Period assemblage.

80

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 273; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The
Pottery,” 151.
81

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 154-5.

82

Wodzińska attributes this change to a change in trends coming from Libyan production
centers such as Tanis. Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 151; Rzepka et al., “Tell el
Retaba 2007-2008,” 273.
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Additionally, there are more jars in the Third Intermediate Period, some of which were
used as cooking vessels.83 Unlike the other sites, which see a decrease in the amount of
jars at the site and the increase in the use of bowls, at Tell El-Retaba, the amount of
bowls decreases while the number of jars rises (see Table 16).

Table 16: Changes in the amounts of jars and bowls found at Tell El-Retaba (From: Anna
Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology. Preliminary Remarks on Ceramic Material from
Tell el-Retaba,” in Under the Potter’s Tree: Studies on Ancient Egypt Presented to
Janine Bourriau on the Occasion of her 70th Birthday, ed. David Aston, Bettina Bader,
Carla Gallorini, Paul Nicholson, and Sarah Buckingham, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta
204 (Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters, 2011), 1036).
Forms/Percentages New Kingdom Third Intermediate Period
Bowls
75.68
63.18
Jars
24.42
36.82
Total
100.1
100

The changes at Mendes, Sais, and Tanis are similar to the types of forms seen in
Libya – more bowls and jars (the only forms found as of now in Libya), while the
changes at Memphis and Tell El-Retaba do not reflect the Libyan corpus.84
5.5.3 Surface treatment/decoration
At Tanis, the sherds usually have a surface treatment, but decorated pottery was
rarely found.85 In the Late New Kingdom, one of the large bowls with flared walls had a
83

Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1024.

84

For comparative material, see Rieger and Möller, “Northern Libyan Desert Ware;”
Hulin, “Marmaric Wares: New Kingdom;” Hulin, “Some Preliminary Remarks;” Hulin, “Marsa
Matruh 1987;” John Riley, “Sidi Khrebish – A Note on the Coarse Pottery;” McBurney, Hawa
Fteah, 293-294, 297-298, 306-313. To date, only bowls and jars have been found.
85

Bavay, “Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis,” 328; Laemmel, Matériel Céramique du
Temple d’Horus de Mesen et des Sondages, 32.
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geometric design painted on the upper part of the rim. Though unique in this context, two
similar examples dated to the Third Intermediate Period were found at other areas of the
site.86 One bottle was found with painted horizontal lines, a motif found on many pots
dating to the Late New Kingdom, and two flasks were found with painted designs: one
with red and black concentric circles, the other with brown concentric circles.87 Most of
the pottery, except for the jar necks, showed various types of smoothing, but only one cup
and the jar base were slipped. The jar necks, however, showed the most variation in
surface treatment. Only five were minimally treated, while the rest were slipped white,
yellow, brown, orange, or red (see Table 17).

86

Bavay, “Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis,” 328.

87

Ibid., 328-329. The design is similar to Plate XXXIX in Chapter 4.
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Table 17: Late New Kingdom forms and surface treatments/decoration found at Tanis
(After: Laurent Bavay, “III. La Céramique dans le Secteur du Parvis de la Porte
Monumentale,” in Tanis: Travaux Récents sur Le Tell San El-Hagar. Mission Française
des Fouilles de Tanis 1987-1997, ed. Philippe Brissaud et Christiane Zivie-Coche (Paris:
Noêsis, 1998)).
Form
(Open)
Cups

Bowls
Bowls with
Flared
Walls

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
1 no surface treatment
1 wet smoothed
1 wet smoothed interior
1 “cracked” surface
1 slipped yellow/white on the
1 smoothed interior, rim burnt
4 wet smoothed
5 wet smoothed
1 smoothed interior
1 smoothed interior, painted
black lines on the rim
1 smoothed interior, burnt on
the exterior base
1 small with center well:
smoothed interior
1 small: smoothed exterior

Ovoid bowl

1 untreated exterior, rim burnt
1 poorly shaped, poorly
smoothed on the exterior
2 wet smoothed

Carinated
Bowl

1 wet smoothed

Bread Plate
(Dokka)
Ovoid vase

1 untreated
3 wet smoothed
1 wet smoothed

Pot

Form
(Closed)
Jars

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
1 wet smoothed
1 wet smoothed on the
interior, untreated exterior

Biconical Jar

1 no surface treatment

Jar Necks

1 untreated
4 wet smoothed
7 exterior slipped
yellow/whitish-yellow,
some drips over the rim
6 exterior slipped
orange/red-orange, some
drips over the rim
1 slipped a dense brownorange
1 exterior thickly slipped
yellow, drips over the rim
1 exterior slipped brownred-orange, some drips
over the rim
1 slipped brown-red with
some drips over the rim
1 exterior slipped a dense
yellow-orange, some drips
over the rim
1 exterior slipped graybeige
1 wet smoothed

Jar neck with
three handles
Jar base
Bottle,
rounded base
Bottle,
narrow neck
Carinated
bottle

1 wet smoothed

“Pigeon Pot”
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1 smoothed exterior
1 exterior slipped orange,
black painted parallel
horizontal bands
1 untreated, body pierced
before firing

Table 17 continued.
Form
(Open)

Surface Treatment/
Decoration

Form
(Closed)
Pilgrim flask

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
1 exterior slipped orange,
painted red and black
concentric circles, red
bands on the handles
1 slipped brown/red, dark
brown painted concentric
circles
1 rim/mouth: smoothed,
exterior and rim slipped
pink/orange

As mentioned above, the Third Intermediate Period pottery, especially from the
Northwest Temenos wall in the Temple of Amun, contained little decoration. The pilgrim
flasks, the rounded ovoid plates or bowls (Forme 24), were painted with black lines
(former), or red, black, or white lines (latter). Some of the cups (Forme 30) and dishes or
bowls with a ring base (Forme 23), had string impressions on the exterior. The rest of the
pottery was polished, slipped, washed, or minimally treated (see Table 18a).88 The
decoration on pottery from the Temple of Horus Mesen and the central sondages,
according to Laemmel, was highly influenced by Levantine and Cypriot motifs, though
many decorated motifs also seem to continue from the Late New Kingdom.89 Compared
to the material studied by Defernez and Isnard, more of the pottery from this area was
decorated. Several forms were decorated with black painted bands and others with red
and black petals and horizontal lines. One sherd, like the painted pottery from the Late
New Kingdom, had red and black painted petals and a grid. The pilgrim flasks were

88

Defernez et Isnard, “Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisème Période Intérmediaire.”

89

Laemmel, Matériel Céramique du Temple d’Horus de Mesen et des Sondages, 35.
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painted with black or red concentric circles. The rest of the pottery was smoothed,
slipped, burnished, or left untreated (see Table 18b).

Table 18a: Third Intermediate Period forms and surface treatments/decoration found at
the Northwest Temenos of Amun at Tanis (After: Catherine Defernez, avec la
participation de Fabien Isnard, “La Céramique des Niveaux de la Troisième Période
Intermédiaire dans l’Angle Nord-ouest du Temenos d’Amon à Tanis (Sân el-Hagar):
Essai de Typologie,” Bulletin de la Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis Numéro 12
(1998): 1-29).
Transport Ware:
Closed Forms

Surface Treatment/
Decoration

Formes A) Large
storage/ transport
containers with two
handles
1. Storage Jars: Pithoi
2. Storage jars,
modelled rims

Table Ware:
Open Forms
Formes
A)Utensils for
domestic use:
food preparation
20. Basins
21. Large
Plate/Dish/Mortar

Surface Treatment/
Decoration

Slipped orange
Slipped orange or
red (A1), grey or
red/orange (A4)
3. Storage jars, simple Slipped red/brown
rims
(A1), orange/yellow
or pinkish/white
(A4)
4. Collarless storage
Smoothed (A1) or
jars
white slip (A4)

22. Bread plates
(dokka)

Slipped red or white

23. Dishes/bowls,
ring base

Slipped brownorange or brown-red,
sometimes polished
on the exterior.
Parallel string
impressions,
unevenly spaced, on
the exterior

5. Spindle jars, high
collar

Formes B) Table
Containers

6. Silt amphorae

Slipped red/brown
or orange/red (A1),
or white (A4). Slip
dripped over the rim.
Slipped on the
exterior
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24. Ovoid
plates/bowls

Smoothed
Smoothed

Rim occasionally
slipped red. Lines
painted in in red,
black, or white

Table 18a continued.
Transport Ware:
Closed Forms
7. Ovoid marl
amphorae
Formes B) Large
Storage Vessels,
Without Handles
8. Large neckless
storage jars
9. Various jars
(vases)
Formes C) Medium
Storage Containers
Without Handles
10. Spindle-shaped
neckless storage jars
with shoulder
11. Spherical jars,
high necks, modelled
rims
12. Globular/ovoid
jars with high,
straight necks
13. Ovoid jars
14. Spherical jars,
high necks and flared,
molded rim
15. Spherical jars,
short necks and
flared, molded rims
Formes D) Small
Containers
16. Flasks with three
handles

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
Yellowish-white slip

Table Ware:
Open Forms
25. Convex
bowls/cups, high
carination
26. Convex bowls,
inverted rim

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
Carefully polished,
sometimes rim
slipped red
Smoothed

Slipped
brown/brown-red,
white/cream, or
pink-orange
Slipped red-orange,
beige/cream, or
brown/red

27. Dishes/bowls,
flattened bases,
thick walls

Smoothed, slipped
grey-white or brown
(A4)

28. Deep cups, flat
bases and thin,
flared walls
29. Shallow
cups/lids, flat,
pointed bases
30. Cups

Rarely smoothed,
though surface
refined
Smoothed

Slipped red (A1-A3)
or white (A4)
Slipped light
red/orange.

31. Beakers, flat
bases

Red or white slip
dripped regularly
down vessel surface
Slipped brown or
pink-orange
Slipped brown-red
or brown-orange on
the exterior
Sometimes slipped
brown-red or white

32. Beakers,
pointed bases
33. Cups/goblets,
double rim
34. Chalices

36. Funnels
(Pigeon Pots)
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Smoothed, slipped
red/orange (A1) or
white (A4)
Smoothed, slipped
brown-red or orange
Occasionally washed
red or white

Formes C)
Various Utensils
35. Bread Pans

Slipped a fine
brown-red

Smoothed, string
impressions on
exterior walls.
Smoothed

Sometimes washed a
grey-white
Slipped brown-red,
brown-orange, or
white (A4)

Table 18a continued
Transport Ware:
Closed Forms
17. Pilgrim
flasks/Pilgrim bottles

18. Jug or bottle
19. Various vessels,
marl fabric

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
Slipped
yellow/orange,
orange (burnished
exterior), or with
painted black lines
slipped white
Slipped brown-red,
polished

Table Ware:
Open Forms

Surface Treatment/
Decoration

Table 18b: Third Intermediate Period forms and surface treatments/decorations found at
the Temple of Horus of Mesen and central sondages at Tanis (After: Sabine Laemmel, Le
Matériel Céramique du Temple d’Horus de Mesen et des Sondages au Centre du Tell Sân
el-Hagar de la Troisième Période Intermédiaire à la Basse Epoque, Cahier de la Société
Française des Fouilles de Tanis 4 (Paris: Société Française des Fouilles de Tanis, 2011)).
Formes
III.1.1: Neckless
Storage Jars
III.1.1.1 Jars, ovoid
bodies, thickened
rims (Meat jars)
III.1.1.2: Jars with
internal ledge
III.1.1.3 Widemouthed jars with
cylindrical body
III.1.1.4 Narrow
mouthed jars with
globular or spindle
shaped bodies
III.1.2 Necked
Storage Jars
III.1.2.1 Widemouthed jars

Surface Treatment/
Decoration

Formes
III.1.7 Bowls,
Cups, and Basins
III.1.7.1 Conical
bowls

Covered in high
quality pinkishorange or
cream/pink slip
Slipped
pinkish/cream or
orange, two ledges
under the rim
Slipped cream/pink

III.1.7.2 Cups
(dishes?) with a
flared rim
III.1.7.3 Cups
(dishes?) with a
simple rim
III.1.7.4
Hemispherical
bowls, everted rim

Slipped red or
cream/pink

III.1.7.5 Bowls,
straight rim
III.1.7.6 Bowl with
an incurved rim

Untreated or
smoothed and
slipped
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Surface Treatment/
Decoration
Slipped red or red
band around the rim
One slipped red on
the inner rim
(similar to earlier
examples)
None mentioned
None mentioned

Black painted bands
on interior of the rim
Rim may be marked
with light grooves

Table 18b continued.
Formes
III.1.2.2 Shortnecked jars with
curved, bulbous rim
III.1.2.3 Jars with a
conical neck, no
shoulder
III.1.2.4 High,
rounded necked jars

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
Occasionally slipped
pink-cream/cream
on exterior and over
rim
None mentioned
Slipped cream/pink

III.1.2.5 Short
necked jars
III.1.3 Other
Storage Jars

None mentioned

III.1.3.1 Ovoid jars

Slipped pink

III.1.3.2 Jars with a
rounded base

Slipped cream/pink

III.1.3.3 Incised
body sherds

Incised with a crude
scarab before firing,
may allude to
contents

Formes
III.1.7.7 Bowls,
slight groove in
rim
III.1.7.8 Basin,
slight groove in
the rim
III.1.7.9 Bowls/
basins, high
carination
III.1.7.10 Variants
of carinated bowl
III.1.7.11 Bowls,
straight or slightly
carinated walls,
straight rim or
internal modelling
III.1.7.12 Basins,
high carination
III.1.7.13 Bowls/
basins, thick
internal rim
III.1.7.14 Bowl
with an external
ledge
III.1.7.15 Bowl,
painted interior

III.1.4 Various Jars
III.1.4.1 Small
funnel necked jar

None mentioned

III.1.7.16 Deep
basins

III.1.4.2 Globular
jars

Most untreated, one
slipped cream/pink,
painted brown/red
bands on the neck
Slipped cream

III.1.7.17 Basins
with a triangular
rim

III.1.4.3 Beer jars
III.1.4.4 Jar,
(imitation Canaanite
jar?)

None mentioned
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III.1.8 Cups and
Chalices
III.1.8.1 Dish?

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
Some slipped red

Perforation at the
bottom of the body
before firing
None mentioned
None mentioned
Usually untreated,
some have grooves
on the rim
Slipped cream,
white-cream, or
orange
Cream or pink slip
None mentioned

Slipped brown-red,
painted black
concentric circles
Two untreated, one
with a lenticular
applique on the base
Remains of cream
slip on the rim

None mentioned

Table 18b continued.
Formes
Surface Treatment/
Decoration
III.1.4.5 Narrow
None mentioned
necked jar, simple
rim
III.1.5 Bottles

III.1.5.1 Bottle
necked chalice
III.1.5.2 Straight
necked bottle

Slipped pink or
untreated
Rim burnt

Formes
III.1.8.2 Miniature
dish?
III.1.8.3 Chalices

Surface Treatment/
Decoration
None mentioned
Usually slipped
(white, cream, red,
pink), painted
decorations

III.1.9 Juglets

III.1.6 Small Jars
III.1.6.1 Straight
necked jar
III.1.6.2 Globular jar
with bands painted
around the neck

Slipped pink,
painted black bands
Slipped pink,
painted black bands

III.1.6.3 Jars with
ovoid body, short
necks

Either left untreated
or slipped brown or
brown-red

III.1.6.4 Globular jar

Pink slip dripped
over the exterior
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III.1.9.1 Local
imitation of
Cypro-Palestinian
juglet
III.1.9.2 Various
juglets
III.1.10 Pilgrim
flasks
III.1.10.1 Large
flasks

Slipped pink,
burnished, painted
black and red
decoration
Slipped pink or
brown, burnished

Slipped thick pink,
cream, one slipped
orange with black
concentric circles
III.1.10.2 Medium Slipped cream-pink,
and small flasks
pink-orange, pink,
concentric circles
painted in red or
black.
One slipped brownred with black paint
III.1.11 Vases and 1 painted petals and
jars with painted horizontal bands in
black
decoration
3 slipped whitecream/pink, painted
horizontal bands and
petals in black and
red
1 slipped whitecream/pink, painted
petals in black and
red
1 slipped pink,
painted petals and a
grid in black and red

Table 18b continued.
Formes
Surface Treatment/
Decoration
III.1.6.5 Jar with a
Painted black
piriform body
bands, one also
slipped red
III.1.6.6 Jar, rounded Exterior slipped pink
base
III.6.7 Jar, flared
Slipped black,
neck
vertical burnishing

Formes

Surface Treatment/
Decoration

III.1.12
Miscellaneous
III.1.12.1 Pigeon
pots/ funnels
III.1.12.2 Spinning
bowl
III.1.12.3 Stands
III.1.12.4 Small
dokka/bread plate
III.1.12.5 Big
dokka/ bread plate

None mentioned
Flaky dark deposit
on the base
None mentioned
Exterior burned
None mentioned

Most of the decoration between the two periods at Memphis consists of various
types of surface treatment (red and cream/pink slip, and some white or black slip). The
variation in the methods of applying slip to the vessel also created different types of
decoration in both periods – either one part of the vessel was slipped, or just the rim, or
two different types of slip were utilized. Simple band designs, either painted or incised,
were the extent of vessel decoration. The Third Intermediate Period decoration at
Memphis shows slightly more complexity with the use of slip and incised design. White
slip was added to the surface treatment options (see Table 19).
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Table 19: Forms and decoration/surface treatment found at Memphis (After: David
Jeffreys and David Aston, The Survey of Memphis III: The Third Intermediate Period
Levels (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2007), 30-39).90
Dishes:
Plates:

Bowls:

Carinated
Bowls

Late New Kingdom
1 black slipped rim, 1 red
slipped, 2 untreated
12 untreated, 18 red slipped, 5
red slipped exterior, 1 red
slipped interior, 2 slipped and
burnished, 1 red slipped rim on
cream/pink slip, 1 red slipped
rim on cream/pink slipped
interior, 1 smoke stained (lamp?)
9 untreated, 8 red slipped, 4 red
slipped rim, 2 cream/pink slip, 2
red slipped exterior, 1
purple/black band on rim, red
slip, burnished exterior, 1
cream/pink slip with red band on
the interior, 1 red slip rim on red
slipped body, 1 black band on
red slipped body, 1 red slipped
with three incised lines on inner
lip, 1 red slipped and ring
burnished on the interior, 1 red
slipped exterior, red bands on
cream/pink slippped interior, 1
burnt (lamp?), 1 red slipped rim
and exterior, 1 red slipped, black
bands painted on the interior
when vessel was on wheel, 1 red
slipped with potmark, 1
untreated with potmark
1 untreated, 1 red slipped, 1 red
slipped rim on red slipped body,
1 cream/pink slip on interior, red
band on interior rim, tool
impressed design on exterior
below carination, 1 black slipped
and burnished on the interior

90

Third Intermediate Period
Large Plates: 4 untreated, 1 red
slipped rim
Small Plates: 21 untreated, 7
slipped red, 1 red slipped and
burnished,1 red slipped
interior,1 red slipped rim
11 untreated, 5 red slipped, 1
red slipped interior, cream/pink
slip exterior, 1 cream/pink
slipped and red bands on the
interior, 1 red slipped rim on
untreated body, 1 black
burnished, 1 red slipped and
burnished on the inside

The imported pottery was also decorated and given different surface treatments.
However, as they are not from Egypt, they will not be included here.
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Table 19 continued.
Cups:

Late New Kingdom
16 red slipped, 12 untreated, 4
red slipped rim on untreated
vessel, 1 untreated with single
line scored on the interior, 1
untreated and smoke blackened
rim

Beer Jars:
Funnel Necked
Jars:
Globular Jars:

4 red slipped, 3 untreated
3 red slipped, 1 blue painted
design on white slip, 2 untreated

Storage Jars:

11 red slipped, 2 cream/pink
slipped, 1 white slipped, 2
untreated
1 cream/pink slipped

Meat Jars:
Bottles:
Jugs:
Miscellaneous
Jar Rims:

Miscellaneous
Jar Bases
Jar Neck:
Amphorae:

11 cream/pink slipped, 2 red
slipped, 2 white slipped, 1
cream/pink slipped with black
band on the inner lip, 1 no
treatment
2 untreated, 2 red slipped with
two parallel lines incised below
1 red slipped
3 cream/pink slipped,1 white
slipped, 1 cream slipped

Trays:
Open Forms:

Closed Forms:
Oven Lid:
Goblet:
Miscellaneous
Bases:

3 red slipped, 1 red slipped
exterior, 1 red slipped with deep
incised lines on the exterior, 5
untreated

Third Intermediate Period
22 untreated, 14 red slipped, 2 red
slipped and burnt, 1 pink slipped, 1
red slipped exterior, 1 cream/pink
slipped on interior, 1 red slipped
rim, 1 red slipped and incised on
the exterior before firing, 1 red
slipped interior, 1 untreated with
two parallel lines scored on the
body
2 untreated
3 red slipped, 7 untreated
9 cream/pink slipped, 9 white
slipped, 1 red slipped, 2 untreated
2 white slipped, 4 red slipped, 1
cream/pink slipped, 1 untreated
1 slipped cream/pink, 1 red slipped
1 red slipped
9 red slipped, 2 cream/pink slipped,
3 white slipped, 1 blue painted on a
cream/pink slip, 5 untreated
1 cream/pink slipped
1 red slipped
2 cream/pink slipped, 1 selfslipped, 2 untreated
Bread Tray: 1 with burnt base
Small Tray: 1 slipped on the
interior
2 red slipped, 1 red slipped on the
interior and untreated on the
exterior, 5 untreated
1 untreated

1 red slipped
1 red slipped exterior
1 cream/pink slipped

1 untreated
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Table 19 continued.
Basin:
Crucible:
Amphora/Jar
Base:
Amphora/Jar
Rim:
Bowl/Plate
Bases:
Flask?:
Cup/Bowl
Bases:
Jar/Bottle Rim:

Late New Kingdom
1 red slipped exterior, 1
untreated
Handmade, traces of slag
1 cream/pink slip, 1 untreated

Third Intermediate Period
1 red slipped exterior, 1 untreated
1 cream/pink slipped and
potmarked
1 untreated

1 red slipped, 1 untreated
1 cream slipped and burnished
1 untreated; 1 very worn
1 white slipped

At Sais, surface treatment and decoration stayed fairly consistent between the two
periods. Surface treatments consisted of burnishing, polishing, and slipping, and can be
seen on vessels from both periods. Decoration was comprised of mainly black or red
painted bands or string impressions. Many of the forms and surface treatments/decoration
paralleled vessels seen at Memphis, Tanis, Qantir, and Mendes.
Only surface treatment and decoration on bowls and neckless jars were discussed
in detail.91 Many bowls had red painted or red slipped rims. Most of the bowls that
displayed this decoration were bowls with direct straight rims, found in the Third
Intermediate Period domestic levels, associating them with tableware or cooking. The
neckless jars found throughout the excavations (including those found outside of the
scope of this study) were mostly slipped with a thick cream, light orange or pink slip
(48%). Others were slipped a red-brown (22.4%), and four of those jars were polished.
There were seven white painted jars (5.2%), and the rest were either self-slipped (10.8%)
91

Therefore, the table below is a general overview of the Saite classification.
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or left untreated.92 These two subdivisions may contain the most variations of surface
treatment, as the other groups in the classification do not have extensive descriptions of
either surface treatment or decoration (see Table 20).

92

Wilson, Sais, 158.
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Table 20: Forms and surface treatment/decoration found at Sais (After: Penelope Wilson,
Sais I: The Ramesside-Third Intermediate Period at Kom Rebwa, Excavation Memoir 98
(London: Egypt Exploration Society, 2011), 150-179).
Form
Bowls:
Bowls with direct rims:
Bowls with everted rims:
Bowls with inverted rims:
Carinated bowls
Internal ledged bowls:

Bowls/beakers, ledged bases or
rims94
Lamps:
Neckless jars:
Neckless storage jars:
Neckless slender storage jars:
Meat jars:
Drop jars:
Miscellaneous neckless jars:
Necked jars:
Beer jars:
Necked and short-necked jar96:
Globular jars:
Rim/neck with handle:
Amphora:
Amphorae with convex neck:
93

Surface Treatment/Decoration
Various decoration/surface treatment
Many examples with red painted rims
Some of the rims polished
One example with a lug handle
No surface treatment/decoration noted
Usually cream/pink slipped, then smeared/wiped
with an orange-cream slip, creating a pattern of
thickly and thinly slipped areas (“Tiger
Stripe”)93
Mostly self-slipped
Burned on the inside and around the rims
Covered in cream, light orange, or red slip
Covered in cream or light orange slip,
sometimes over the rim and inside
1 Slipped “pink-orange-brown,”95 1 No mention
Smoothed on the exterior
None mentioned
Surface untreated
None mentioned
White-cream or red slip (majority)
Funnel necks: Orange-cream slip, “tiger stripe”97
Polished red-slipped surface98
No surface treatment/decoration noted
Cream-orange-pink slip on the outside99

Ibid., 154.

94

Similar to Aston, Late New Kingdom Pottery, Dishes with rounded bases and ledges
below direct rims.
95

Wilson, Sais, 160.

96

This includes the “Pigeon Pot” rim.

97

Wilson, Sais, 161.

98

Most likely a jug (Hummel, “Late New Kingdom Ceramics at Mendes,” 79, fig 261-4).

99

Wilson, Sais, 163.
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Table 20 continued.
Form
Necked storage jars:
Ovoid jar:
Bottles:
Amphora/jar handles:
Flasks:
Bread mold:
Bread tray:
Coarsewares:
Pot stands:
Large jars or Dishes:
Large bowls:
Flat plates:
Offering stands:
Fragments of oven lining:
Miscellaneous:
Strainer/sieve:
Spouts (Third Intermediate
Period only)
Decorated Sherds:103

Fire-dog

Surface Treatment/Decoration
Cream slip
No surface treatment/decoration noted
No surface treatment/decoration noted
Varied surface treatments
Varied surface treatment/decoration
Cream wash on exterior
Pedestal type: Self-slipped
Other: No surface treatment/decoration noted
1 cream slip100
None mentioned
None mentioned
None mentioned
None mentioned101
None mentioned
Red slipped102
None mentioned
1 Orange slip on the outside and painted with a
cross-hatch pattern in red paint104
1 Painted with blue and orange lines, two thin
red lines on either side of the orange band and a
black line over the blue band105
None mentioned

100

This dates to the Third Intermediate Period, and was the only example found.

101

This dates to the Third Intermediate Period.

102

Wilson, Sais, 177.

103

Ibid., 176. Wilson notes that decorated pottery was rare at Sais.

104

This dates to the Third Intermediate Period.

105

This vessel, which was unslipped, has been tentatively dated to the reign of Ramesses

IV.
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At Tell El-Retaba, the surface treatment changes little between the Late New
Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period – the vessels are left either untreated, or mainly
slipped red, white or pink.106 However, decoration changes between the two periods. The
Third Intermediate Period decoration consists of short parallel lines painted on the rims
of open forms. Pilgrim flasks were painted with circular bands. All the decoration during
the Third Intermediate Period is painted black (Table 21).107

Table 21: Forms and decoration/surface treatment found at Tell El-Retaba.
Form
Plates/bowls:
Bowls:
Bowls: “recurved
rims,” flaring walls:
Marl bowls:

106

Late New Kingdom
Red slipped on interior and
exterior, or red slipped on
interior only108
Either slipped on interior and
exterior, or red slipped
interior only109
Flaring walls: wet smoothed
Flaring rims: red-slipped110
1 burnished on exterior, 2
cream/pink slipped (1
burnished), 1 with internal
ledge, two rows of string
impressions on exterior112

Third Intermediate Period

Smoothed111

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 158.

107

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 151. Additionally, one bowl and a
stylized floral motif, with short parallel lines on the rim were found.
108

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 267; Wodzińska, Wodzińska, “Tell elRetaba 2008: The Pottery,” 146.
163.

109

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”

110

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 155.

111

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 268, Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The
Pottery,” 148.
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Table 21 continued.
Form
Miscellaneous
bowls:
Hemispherical
bowls:
Large bowls:
Cups:
Goblet bases:
Meat jars:
Amphorae:
Burial amphorae:
Miscellaneous jars:

Late New Kingdom
1 red slipped, painted blue
and cream on interior, 1
painted blue113

Third Intermediate Period

Smoothed, sometimes burnished
on the exterior114
String impressions on exterior115
The earlier slipped rims gradually
disappeared. Most sloppily
finished and untreated117
Untreated118

Red slipped rims116

At least one cream slipped,
burnished on exterior119
1 untreated,
4 slipped cream, burnished120
Either untreated or smoothed Red slipped and burnished.122
and slipped white/pinkish121

112

Ibid.; Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell elRetaba,” 163; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 155.
113

Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1020; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 20072008,” 268.
114

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”

115

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 272.

159.

116

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 267; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The
Pottery,” 146.
117

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 272; Wodzińska, “Pottery and
Chronology,”1021.
118

Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1022.

119

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”

163.
120

Wodzińska, “Pottery and Chronology,” 1020; Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the
Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 165.
121

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 153-4. The NB2 Sandy Variant
slipped pinkish on exterior and part of interior. This form appears from the Late New Kingdom
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Table 21 continued.
Form
Jars, long
cylindrical necks:
Small jar:
“Hole-mouth” jars:

Late New Kingdom
Vertically burnished on
exterior123

Flasks:
Pilgrim flasks:
“Pigeon Pots:”
“Bag-Shaped” jars:
Storage Jars

Smoothed and slipped red129

Third Intermediate Period
Traces of soot (cooking vessels?).
Pink slipped on the exterior124
None mentioned
Smoothed, some slipped
white/pink125
1 red slipped on rim, some with
painted black bands126
1 red slipped on the exterior
Smoothed127
1 Slipped red on exterior128
1 Smoothed on exterior130

Between the two periods, surface treatment and decoration only changes slightly.
Decoration in the Late New Kingdom at all of the sites discussed above mostly consisted
of painted lines, with a few extant examples at Tanis, Mendes, and Tell El-Retaba. At
through the Late Period. Based on Aston’s review of the form during a site visit, it dates to the
20th-21st Dynasty.
122

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”

161.
123

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 268; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The
Pottery,” 148.
124

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 272; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2009: The
Pottery,” 129; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 150; Rzepka et al., “New
Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,” 161.
125

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba Ceramic Survey, 2007,” 154.

126

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”
160; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 273; Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The
Pottery,” 150.
127

Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba 2007-2008,” 273.

128

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”

129

Ibid., 163.

130

Ibid., 160.

161.
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Mendes, the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period vessels display different
kinds of decoration, though this seems to be a regional preference. The Late New
Kingdom vessels exhibit a narrow range of surface treatment/decoration – many were
either wet smoothed or self-slipped only, and some were slipped and painted with black
or red bands. The Third Intermediate Period ceramics displayed more variation in
decoration – vessels were painted with dots, bands, and swirls reminiscent of Cypriot and
Levantine designs, and a few displayed incised decoration. There seems to be a shift from
simple to elaborate between the two periods.
The Third Intermediate Period ceramic decoration is not consistent with Libyan
surface treatments and decoration. Any decoration on the pots consisted of stamped or
incised wavy or straight lines or slashes on the upper body and neck of the jars. No
incised or stamped decorations appear on any of the pottery in the Delta in the Third
Intermediate Period. Most surface treatments and decorations were simple: the vessels
were smoothed and possibly red washed or slipped in various colors. Some of the vessels
were also pebble burnished. Many more vessels in the Egyptian ceramic corpus were
burnished or polished, which may have been a Libyan influence. However, the dark
colored slips seen on the vessels in Libya do not appear in the Third Intermediate Period
Delta corpora.
5.5.4 General discussion
Though the pottery corpora of Mendes, Tanis, Memphis, Sais, and Tell El-Retaba
display various changes in fabric, form, and surface treatment/decoration between the
Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period, the results are inconsistent with the
textual and art historical evidence from the same sites. Contrary to the theoretical
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paradigm, the corpora do not drastically shift at sites thought to have a strong Libyan
population. The evidence at all sites shows some type of shift between the two periods.
Mendes is the only site where the corpus seems to change drastically between the two
periods. Though the ceramics do not become clearly ethnically Libyan, the creation of
NB2 tempered with limestone as a fabric common in the Third Intermediate Period at
Mendes, Tanis, Sais and Memphis, the addition of new forms, and the variety of surface
treatment and decoration display a modification from the traditional Late New Kingdom
corpus.131 Based on the textual and art historical evidence, this change is concurrent with
and likely attributable to the movement of Meshwesh into the city. By the Third
Intermediate Period, the Meshwesh at Mendes had gained control of the local
government, and the religion, politics, culture, and ceramic corpus display a shift.
Though Tanis contains the least amount of Late New Kingdom pottery (as it was
founded towards the end of the period), it displays the clearest examples of the evolution
of fabric, form, and decoration between the two periods. Much of the Late New Kingdom
pottery was made from an A1 (NB2) paste, while the later Third Intermediate Period
assemblage is made from an A1 or A4 paste. Larger (storage and transport vessels) and
smaller vessels (tableware) dominate the assemblage – there are fewer medium sized
forms than large and small forms. Some of the vessels also display evolution from the
Late New Kingdom forms.132 Late New Kingdom surface treatments and decoration
includes smoothing, slipping, and painted black, red, or white bands. In the Third
Intermediate Period, surface treatment is also dominated by smoothing and slipping, but
131

Unfortunately, neither the ceramic forms nor the surface treatments/decoration are
Libyan in origin.
132

For examples, see Table 11, above.
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some of the pottery is also burnished. Painted decoration is minimal; however, the few
painted decorations, like the forms, seem to have evolved from Late New Kingdom or
Eastern Mediterranean motifs. The shift in fabric, form, and surface treatment/decoration
demonstrates a change at Tanis from a small village to an urban environment, which
cannot necessarily be attributed to the Libyan population based only on the pottery.133
As Memphis was a city with both an Egyptian and Libyan population, the
ceramics should display a modified Egyptian corpus. While there is a slight variation in
the fabric, form and decoration between the two periods, there is not as much as
compared to Mendes or Tanis. The most common fabric found was a G1 (NB2) during
both periods, though its use increased during the Third Intermediate Period. G5 paste
(NB2 Limestone) slightly increased during the Third Intermediate Period. The Third
Intermediate Period contains a few more forms types than the Late New Kingdom;
however, the corpus stays fairly consistent (except for the ten percent decrease in bowls
found during the Third Intermediate Period, and the greater amount of cups and jars also
found later). Late New Kingdom surface treatment and decoration included smoothing,
slipping (sometimes using two different slips on the same vessel), and incised or painted
lines. Later, the surface treatment included burnishing, though the rest of the surface
treatments and decoration remained consistent. This slight change in the corpora cannot
be solely credited to the Libyans or to an ethnically blended population without using
artistic or textual evidence as a foundation.
133

As the residence of the Libyan Pharaohs was settled by the 21st Dynasty, who
relocated the Ramesside monuments from Qantir (Pi-Ramesse), it is likely that many Egyptians
who worked in the Ramesside government also moved to the new capital. Therefore, the
population at Tanis may have been a mixture of Egyptian and Libyan nobility. Another
possibility is that the Libyans living at Tanis were more Egyptianized compared to the Libyans
living at the other sites.
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The ceramics at Sais should have shown a similar shift to the pottery from
Mendes. The fabrics, like most sites in the Delta, are primarily made from silt clays, and
the most common fabric used, FN2/3 (NB2 Limestone), slightly increases in the Third
Intermediate Period. Like Mendes, the percentage of bowls found in the Third
Intermediate Period was greater than those found in the Late New Kingdom, while the
percentage of jars (necked and neckless forms), decreased. Coarsewares were also found
in greater amounts during the Third Intermediate Period. Surface treatments, and
decoration, rare at Sais, changed little between the two periods, like at Tanis. Though
certain aspects of the Third Intermediate Period pottery at Sais change, not enough
evidence exists to attribute it to the Libyan immigration.
Finally, the Tell El-Retaba ceramics display a change, though not similar to those
above, between the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period. During the New
Kingdom, the site may have been inhabited by large groups of soldiers, while the Third
Intermediate Period settlement was more domestic, inhabited by civilians who built
houses on the site and used a large stable.134 The corpus in both periods contains a variety
of fabrics, though most pots were made from the local NB2 Sandy Variant. The Late
New Kingdom assemblage contains fewer forms than the corpus of the Third
Intermediate Period. The number of bowls excavated drops drastically in the later period,
while the amount of jars increases.135 The vessels display a slight change in surface

134

Rzepka et al., “New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period in Tell el-Retaba,”

169.
135

Wodzińska, “Tell el-Retaba 2008: The Pottery,” 151; Rzepka et al., “Tell el Retaba
2007-2008,” 273.Wodzińska attributes this change to a change in trends coming from Libyan
production centers such as Tanis.
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treatment between the two periods, but as there is little decoration in both corpora, there
is no change.
All of the sites with Libyan populations display more ceramic forms that were
made from a limestone/shell tempered paste, and additional surface treatments such as
burnishing, which is not prevalent in the Late New Kingdom.136 The numbers and types
of forms at Mendes and Sais change, while the pots at Tanis display form evolution. At
Memphis, there is a change in fabric use and form percentage between the two periods,
though not on the same scale as the sites with presumed larger Libyan populations.
Though Tell El-Retaba displays some of the same forms as the other groups, the site does
not have a limestone/shell tempered paste, and the change in ceramic repertoire shows an
opposite shift than Mendes, Tanis, and Sais. Surface treatment also changes little at Tell
El-Retaba as compared to the other cities.
This transformation in the types and amounts of forms from the Late New
Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period echoes across Egypt, from North to South. The
progression from the Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period displays fewer
types of forms, which only become more varied at the end of the Third Intermediate
Period through the Late Period.137 Aston posits that this change may denote a “transition

136

Additionally, the type of pastes used changes, especially for Marl fabrics (Aston,
Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom, 67). However, Aston notes that at the time of
publication, few Third Intermediate Period corpora had been identified and published (71-2, 78).
137

Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom, 59-78; Aston, Burial Assemblages,
348, notes that there are only a few forms buried with the deceased in the Third Intermediate
period, but that an explosion of different types of forms (over 100) are found during Late Period
burials dating from the late 8th century to the 7th century. He does, however, note that this data is
preliminary, due to the misidentification of tombs as well as improperly dated material by early
Egyptologists.
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period” between the Late New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period.138 During
this time, characteristic New Kingdom forms fall out of use and new forms which
become prevalent/more common during the Late Period were introduced into the corpus.
The decline in vessel variety may allude to the Libyan relocation during the Third
Intermediate Period.
Though nomadic ceramics are usually either large (for storage at drop sites) or
small (facilitating transport), the ceramics at all of the sites display a spectrum of sizes.
As of now, no storage vessels have yet been recovered in Libya; it is possible that
perishable materials were used instead, that they were stashed at drop sites, or that they
were reused in later periods. The Libyan forms that have been recovered are usually
smaller sized jars and bowls; for example, the ceramics found at Haua Fteah (located near
the Gebel Akhdar) supports the lack of larger vessels and a smaller variety of forms. Only
a few mugs or jars were found during excavations. The early Capsian culture in the area,
from 4500-3000 BCE, created a ceramic corpus that was mostly medium-sized round
bottomed bowls that were slipped and burnished.139
As an agro-pastoralist people, Libyan cuisine was likely different from Egyptian
fare, though there may have been less of a dietary shift, as the economy of the Delta was
heavily focused on herding and pastoralism. Unlike the Egyptians, however, instead of
using bread trays/molds, Libyans would have likely baked bread in fire pits or on a flat
stone that did not travel, similar to modern nomadic peoples.140 The vessels they used

138

Aston, Egyptian Pottery of the Late New Kingdom, 67.

139

McBurney, Haua Fteah, 312, 328. Unfortunately, Pharaonic material was sparse at the
site, as it had been destroyed by intrusive Greek and Roman foundations and burials.
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would have been either been large or small to accommodate their mobile lifestyle.
Because there was little demand for a large ceramic corpus, pottery was most likely made
when necessary by either a part-time potter or by a family member. Because pottery was
a specific trade in Egypt, where potters created large amounts pottery using a wheel,
Libyans likely found it easier to procure their ceramics from the local shops, perhaps
asking for practical or aesthetic alterations on an as needed basis. It is also possible that
the quality of the Egyptian pottery was superior, leading the Libyans to abandon their
cultural ceramic traditions.141
Though aspects of the assemblages at all the sites in this study change from the
Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period, only the pastes used to create the
forms changes markedly, and are similar to types used in Libya. The change in forms
alludes to a change in the population at the sites, though the ceramics are rarely
handmade, a characteristic of Libyan vessels. Additionally, other than the
burnishing/polishing, decoration and surface treatment do not mirror surface treatments
or decoration in Libya. As food culture is an important aspect of ethnicity, it is possible
that the ceramics changed to accommodate new food ideas. The Libyan migration into
Lower Egypt most likely impacted the ceramic corpus, as new ethnic influences altered
the ceramic corpora, but the ceramics do not provide evidence of a distinct ethnic or
demographic shift.

140

Mustafa Abdel-Qadr, Willeke Wendrich, Zbigniew Kosc, and Hans Barnard, “Giving
a Voice to the Abadaba,” in The History of the Peoples of the Eastern Desert, ed. Hans Barnard
and Kim Duistermaat, Cotsen Institute of Archaeology Monograph 73 (California: Regents of the
University of California, 2012), 414, Table 29.2, Baking Bread.
141

It is also possible, however, that second- or third-generation Libyans were creating the
pottery and blending aspects of Libyan and Egyptian ceramic fabric, form, manufacture, and
decoration. (For a similar example, see: Redmount, “Ethnicity, Pottery, and the Hyksos,” 188).
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5.6 Summary
The Libyans may have begun to enter Egypt in the Late New Kingdom during and
after the first Sea Peoples invasion, but it also may have been Ramesses III’s continuation
of his predecessor’s practice of resettling captured foes that began their massive
migrations into Egypt.142 The people who eventually worked their way into control of the
state may have conformed to specific royal aspects of Egyptian ideals and rituals,
especially concerning dress, artistic and religious presentation, but they maintained
markers of their separate identity and in doing so, influenced facets of Egyptian politics,
art, and culture.
Ruling families sprang up not only in the Delta, which is well documented, but
also in the Nile Valley. In the Third Intermediate Period, these kinglets utilized a
segmentary state model instead of a monarchy.143 According to Ramesses III, the tribes
settled with their kin groups, and advanced their local Libyan chief into power, who
pledged allegiance to the Great Chief, or, the Pharaoh.144 Therefore, the seemingly
fragmented nature of the 22nd, 23rd, and 24th dynasties represents a more kinship based
leadership.145 While the Pharaoh and the kinglets portrayed themselves in Egyptian garb
142

Kitchen, “The Arrival of the Libyans,” 21, suggests that the captured Meshwesh from
Ramesses III’s campaigns were sent to live in the East, including Bubastis. There is also evidence
of Meshwesh living in Behbeit el-Hagar during Ramesses XI’s reign (Kitchen, Ramesside
Inscriptions VI, 523, no. 25).
143

Ritner, “End of the Libyan ‘Anarchy,’” 101-102. Later, Ritner asserts that the titles
“Great Chief of the Meshwesh” or “Great Chief of the Labu” were changed to “Great Chief,”
signifying a change from a mobile society to a sedentary one, and a change from an ethnic
designation to a political title, thus signifying partial assimilation of the Libyans throughout the
23rd, 24t,h, and 25th dynasties and Late Period (104).
144

Wainwright, “Meshwesh,” 89; Grandet, Papyrus Harris, Pls. 76-77.

145

Ritner, “Libyan vs. Nubian,” 312; Ritner, “Fragmentation and Reintegration,” 333.
Ritner notes the repeated use of the word “brothers” in Egyptian texts describing Libyan society
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and utilized stereotypical Egyptian artistic representations and Egyptian rhetoric in their
texts, they retained the traditional Libyan title of “Chief,” and added aspects of their
traditional dress, such as earrings and ostrich feathers to emphasize their dual position,
and shifted their focus to the periphery of Egypt (the various small kingdoms) rather than
the center (the capital).
Thus, during the Third Intermediate Period the politics display a cultural shift
from Upper Egypt to Lower Egypt, another significant breach with Egyptian tradition. In
the New Kingdom, the Pharaohs were buried in the Valley of the Kings at Thebes and
built extensive monuments in the Theban temples. In the Third Intermediate Period, the
Libyan Pharaohs did not continue internment in the Valley of the Kings, and built few
monuments at Karnak. Instead, the temples in the south were replicated at Tanis, the
capitol of the Libyan 21st Dynasty, and Pharaohs were buried within the temple complex
instead.146
Throughout the Third Intermediate Period, the Libyans still retained their own
ethnic identity, attested by Libyan names, dress accessories, their continued segmented
ruling practices, and most importantly, self-identifying in the texts as “foreigners.”147

(within the nature of the wars between the two groups). This may imply a classificatory kinship
society. Therefore, all of the “brothers” mentioned in the texts had equal amount of importance in
the tribe. See Kitchen, Ramesside Inscriptions V, 22, 1.12-23, 1.4, which describes Ramesses III
to create a “chief over all of the Libyans.”
146

Leahy, “Libyan Period in Egypt,” 52. The buildings at Tanis may have also been
reassembled Temples moved from Qantir and reinscribed for the 21st Dynasty.
147

Leahy, “Libyan Period in Egypt,” 55. Leahy cautions against a complete acculturation
or separation, noting that with little material evidence, we are relying on names, and Libyans may
have, and probably did, give their children Egyptian names. Ritner, “Libyan vs. Nubian,” 310
also mentions the extensive genealogies that were used as history and to justify their new
important positions. Many scholars, however, previously argued that the Libyan kings had
assimilated by the time of their rule; however, to justify assimilation by their using ritual
Egyptian practices is impossible to prove. It is clear that their continued Libyan-style dress,
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Their usage of both the titles of Pharaoh and “Chief of the Meshwesh/Ma” may represent
their dual political and social identities.148
While it is clear that individual or small groups of Libyans assimilated into the
culture in varying degrees, one would expect that, the ceramics should have shown a
modification, as it is used by every level of society on a daily basis. The fabrics used to
create the pots, the types of forms utilized at the sites, and the styles of decoration, which
should represent a continuum in tradition, show show Libyan modifications. Though the
Libyans valued their separate identity and placed emphasis on maintaining some of their
cultural distinctions, the ceramics do not display a clear shift from Egyptian to Libyan,
and they do not display a massive demographic shift in the Delta. Therefore, there is a
more complex intercultural relationship between the Egyptians and the Libyans than has
been previously assumed based on the Egyptian historical sources.

kinship practices, and foreign names that they had not completely Egyptianized by the time of
their ascendance to the throne. Winnicki, Late Egypt and Her Neighbours, 401, notes that while
the Libyans considered themselves, “other,” in Egypt, they were later not recognized as foreign
rulers by Egyptian scholars such as Manetho. (For the reference to Osorkon II calling himself and
his descendants “foreigners,” see: Jacquet-Gordon, “Inscriptions on the Philadelphia-Cairo
Statue,” 12-23, plates VII-VIII. Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 13. Porter notes that modern migrants
have different options for assimilation into a new culture: 1) losing connections to place of origin
and assimilating to a degree that the new society allows; 2) maintaining the original values in a
new place; or 3) a blending of the two. It seems that the Libyans who settled in the Delta partially
assimilated into the culture while still maintaining aspects of their original values and culture.
148

Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 60-61. She hypothesizes that both Zimri-Lim, King of
Mari and the land of the Hana, and Sin-kashid, King of Uruk and the Amnanum, were
legitimizing their right to rule their city by using a social and a political title, which is similar to
the Libyan practice during the Third Intermediate Period. Ritner, “Fragmentation and
Reintegration,” 336. He states that these titles stress the importance of the tribal lineage, which
was still important during the Third Intermediate Period. Leahy, “Libyan Period in Egypt,” 5862; Meltzer, “Influencia de los Libios,” 48. Both note that the long genealogies that survive into
the Late Period are an influence of Libyan culture on Egyptian culture.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION
This study has tested the hypothesis of whether ceramics can be used to indicate
Libyan ethnicity in the Nile Delta during the Third Intermediate Period. In order to do so,
this dissertation has sought to compile an updated ceramic corpus for Lower Egyptian
ceramics during the Third Intermediate Period and has determined that the shift in the
fabrics and in surface treatment between the Late New Kingdom and the Third
Intermediate Period corpora can be used as a temporal indicator to identify Third
Intermediate Period stratigraphy. Additionally, this study has described and verified a
Libyan identity distinct from other cultures by collating the artistic representations and
the archaeological material from the Fezzan, Cyrenaica, Marmarica, and Egypt and the
textual evidence written by the Classical authors. However, the classification of the
Mendes pottery and the collation of the ceramic corpora from Mendes, Tanis, Sais,
Memphis, and Tell- El-Retaba have demonstrated that ceramics from the five sites in the
Nile Delta alone cannot be used to document an influx of Libyan population during the
Late New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period.
Geographic location, environment, and homeland determined Libyan agropastoral ecomony, and the frequent mobility of the tribes led to kinship networks and
segmented societies. Their ethnicity, as evidenced in Chapter 3 through archaeological
and artistic studies, was based on the previously mentioned variables, and visible on
different media. Petroglyphs and pictographs from the Tadrart Acacus, as seen in Figure
1, displayed Libyan activities, such as herding, but the rock art mostly focused on their
proficiency as hunters, which was also attested in Egypt in the New Kingdom reliefs of
Seti I, Merneptah, and Ramesses III by the description and portrayal of the Libyans’
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military skill. The Libyan rock art also depicts clothing and hairstyles, which are
replicated in Egyptian artistic records. Libyan Capsian ceramics (Figures 10-18) were
handmade using marl clay tempered with crushed shell or limestone, and were either wet
smoothed, slipped, or polished. The simple decoration was incised, combed, or
punctured.
After their migration into Egypt, Libyans may have become more aware of the
differences between themselves and the Egyptians. Libyan “otherness” in Egypt initially
did not focus on dress or culture; rather, it was perhaps their perception of the boundaries
that existed between themselves as “outsiders” (desert dwellers) and the established
“insiders” (Lower Egyptians). Libyan identity in Egypt was created, in part, by the
blending of different Libyan tribal units due to their migration to a new country where
they were considered “the other,” the change from pastoral nomadism to settled life, and
their frequent interactions with their neighbors. After the Libyan ascent to the throne in
the Third Intermediate Period, aspects of their ethnicity were used to emphasize their
“otherness” on public and private monuments.
It seems plausible that the Libyan population moving into Egypt may have
changed somewhat ethnically, but to suggest that Libyans assimilated completely into
Egyptian culture is unsupported. There are two approaches that Libyans could have taken
when moving to Egypt: they could have made themselves as “Libyan” as possible to
distinguish themselves from the Egyptian population, or they could have modified their
ethnicity to include Egyptian cultural practices, as noted in the section on ethnicity theory
(Chapter 1.1.4). Libyans living in Egypt may have chosen facets of one path or the other,
as their identity would have been modified based on where they were living; most
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importantly, it is clear that many Libyans did not completely lose their culture. That the
Libyans stayed ethnically “Libyan” in various aspects is evident: their dispersed
kingdoms and kinglets; their modification of the artistic representation of Egyptian
kingship; their burial practices; the change in the type and the amount of official textual
evidence found in Egypt; and, most of all, their foreign names, which persisted in Egypt
for centuries. Libyans living in the Delta may have had less incentive to assimilate to
Egyptian culture, as family members and other migrants would have continued to travel
to and settle in Delta cities, thereby keeping Libyan ethnicity fairly distinct from that of
the Egyptians. Migration theory (Chapter 1.1.4) helps to better explain and understand
the patterned movement and settlement of the Libyan tribes into Lower Egypt.
As noted in Chapter 5, the Libyan takeover of the Egyptian government at the
beginning of the 22nd Dynasty ushered in a new era that displayed characteristics of
Libyan identity within Egyptian elite society. Traditionally, Egyptian governmental
structure consisted of a monarchy with political focus on the Pharaoh; however, during
the Third Intermediate Period, a segmented state with Libyan kinglets throughout Middle
and Lower Egypt pledged fealty to the Pharaoh, their “Great Chief.” This type of
government mimics a kinship network, a political structure with which the Libyans were
familiar. Most official textual material has been found on major building projects, as a
group with no tradition of a written language and no history of official documents (both
religious and propagandistic) controlled Egypt. Instead, genealogies became popular, as
oral history would have focused on familial connections. Artistic representations and
iconography, which focused on traditional Egyptian representations, evolved slightly to
depict changes in women’s forms as well as to copy earlier Egyptian motifs. Finally,
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religion in Egypt diverged from worshipping the state gods, and instead focused more on
worship of the local Nome deities, which can be seen in the numerous stelae donated at
local temples throughout Egypt. Royal burials moved from the Valley of the Kings to
within the great Temple of Amun confines in Tanis.
Ritner summarizes this argument by stating,
Despite obvious ‘cultural borrowings’ of Egyptian theology and
its visible expressions, the acculturation of Libyan elites can now
be seen to be far from complete. The retention of ethnic personal
and tribal names, dress, titles, language, genealogical history,
kinship organization, exogamous marriage alliances, communal
land ownership and the multiplicity of recognized leaders, in
addition to possible burial practices, all attests to the profound
impact of Libyan custom on contemporary Egyptian society.1
Though these expressions of Libyan identity are visible in the art and texts during
the Third Intermediate Period, they are not reflected in the ceramic record in Lower
Egypt. While the composition of the temper in the Egyptian ceramic fabrics changed in
the Third Intermediate Period, forms percentages, surface treatment, and decoration
varied little between the two periods, and did not display traditional Libyan manufacture,
morphology, or surface treatment/decoration, as evidenced by the collation of the pottery
in Chapter 5.5.
As the Libyans migrated to and settled in the Delta, one would expect that aspects of
the Capsian tradition would have become evident in the Third Intermediate Period
Egyptian ceramic corpora at Mendes, Tanis, Sais, and Memphis, where Libyans lived,
and would not be visible in the ceramic corpus at Tell El-Retaba, where there is no
evidence of large-scale Libyan residency. Traditional Libyan pottery used marl clays and
1

Ritner, “Libyans vs. Nubians,” 312-3.
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limestone sand temper. Compared to the Late New Kingdom fabrics, the Third
Intermediate Period fabrics in Lower Egypt displayed more calcareous material. Mendes,
Tanis, Sais, and Memphis used a fabric that contained large amounts of crushed
limestone, which was presented in Table 5. The percentage of jars and bowls changed at
all sites between the two periods – there were more jars found at the Libyan centers of
Mendes, Tanis, and Sais during the Late New Kingdom and more bowls found in the
Third Intermediate Period (Tables 11, 13, and 15). At Tell El-Retaba and at Memphis,
there were more jars that were found during the Third Intermediate Period (Tables 12, 14,
and 16). Most of the pottery uncovered at these Lower Egyptian cities were not
handmade but wheel-thrown. More burnished/polished pottery is found in the later
periods at Mendes, Tanis, Sais, and Memphis (Tables 17-20); however, there is little to
no decoration on the majority of the excavated Third Intermediate Period vessels. While
there was some regional variation between these five sites, the ceramic forms were
similar enough to allow direct comparisons. The change in fabric, the slight shift in form,
and the addition of small changes in the surface treatment of some of the pots is not
enough evidence to determine Libyan ethnicity, migration patterns, or demographics in
the Third Intermediate Period. However, it does imply that there were internal or external
events/factors that were changing both Egyptian-Libyan relations and Egyptian
connections to the eastern Mediterranean during this period.
The ceramics from Mendes, a Libyan-inhabited site during the Third Intermediate
Period, displayed the greatest change in fabric, form, and surface treatment/decoration.
Comparison of the Late New Kingdom Mendesian corpus with the Third Intermediate
Period assemblage displays changes in fabric, form, and decoration; however,
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manufacture varied little between the two periods, as most of the vessels were wheel
made. The Mendes ceramic fabrics changed from a NB2 to a NB2 with large amounts of
crushed limestone/shell temper (similar to a Nile D). The addition of the limestone
temper to a NB2 is what I believe to be a diagnostic feature of Third Intermediate Period
silt fabrics in Lower Egypt. The earlier assemblage was comprised of mainly jars, while
the later assemblage had more variation (Table 15). The decrease in the number of jars
and the increase of the number of bowls in the Third Intermediate Period may also be an
indication of a change in ceramic usage unique to this period. The surface treatment on
the pots was either slipping or wet smoothing in the Late New Kingdom, but later
included burnishing in the Third Intermediate Period. Finally, decoration changed from
simple painted bands to more painted dots, painted or incised concentric circles (on the
pilgrim flasks), as well as incised lines (Plates I-XLIX). While displaying an alteration in
many aspects of the ceramic corpus, the pottery at Mendes does not display specific
Libyan Capsian ceramic traditions as outlined in Chapter 3.5.
Mendes, Sais, and Tanis displayed a change in ceramic fabric composition
between the two periods. Both Mendes and Sais had many vessels which were made from
a NB2 limestone fabric during the Third Intermediate Period, though Sais also used this
fabric earlier, during the Late New Kingdom. A new fabric which included limestone
temper (A4) was also found Tanis. At all three sites, the ceramics were mostly wheel
made. Like Mendes, the Late New Kingdom ceramics at Tanis have only been excavated
from a specific context (the “burials primative”), but they show an evolution in shape
between the two periods, as evidenced in Table 11. Though there was some decorated
pottery at Sais and Tanis, the ceramics are mainly slipped and sometimes burnished
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(Tables 17, 18a, 18b, 20). Like Mendes, the ceramics from Sais and Tanis are not clear
indicators of Libyan ethnicity, even though they do present evidence of a slight evolution
in fabric, form, and surface treatment/decoration.
At Memphis, the corpus changes slightly. Like the Libyan-inhabited sites in the
Delta, there are few handmade forms; additionally, like Tanis, the site also yielded an
NB2 variant to create ceramics (Table 7). Yet, the shift in fabrics at Memphis is subtle,
unlike the shift at Mendes. The forms also change slightly between the two periods. The
amount of jars and cups recovered increased, while the numbers of bowls and plates
decreased, opposite to what happened at Mendes and Sais (Table 12). Surface treatment
and decoration mentioned in the Memphis ceramic report, which consisted of slipping
and incised or painted lines during both periods, is most similar to decoration found on
Libyan pottery (Table 19). Though this change in decoration may be due to the large
groups of Libyans living throughout the city and in nearby fortresses, as Memphis was
still an Egyptian administrative center, there were many Egyptians on whom the Libyan
Pharaohs relied to support their needs. Therefore it is possible that the ceramic corpus at
Memphis shows a blended ceramic culture – little change in the form repertoire, but more
variation in the surface treatment and decoration.
Finally, Tell El-Retaba also changed between the periods. Unlike the other sites,
the Tell El-Retaba fabric variant is tempered with quartz sand, not limestone sand. The
forms vary as well – like the other sites, flasks were introduced during the Third
Intermediate Period, and amphorae, which were found during the Late New Kingdom,
were not found later (Table 14). Like Memphis, the number of bowls decreased from the
Late New Kingdom to the Third Intermediate Period, while the number of jars increased
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(Table 16). Decoration at Tell El-Retaba was also very simple and consisted of slipping
and painted bands (Table 21). While the Memphis and Tell El-Retaba corpora change
differently than Mendes, Tanis, and Sais, the ceramics from Memphis and Tell El-Retaba
are also not strong indicators of a demographic shift or of Libyan ethnicity. Though there
are slight regional variations, the ceramics from Lower Egypt are mostly homogeneous.
The change in fabric during the Third Intermediate Period at the Libyan inhabited
sites may be due to the Libyans requesting that their pottery be made with specific
materials with which they were familiar, perhaps to continue ethnic traditions. Since
Libya is located in a former ocean basin, limestone and fossilized shell/land snail shells
were prevalent in Capsian ceramics. As there is no shell in the Delta, it is likely that the
limestone tempered fabrics in the Third Intermediate Period are an attempt to create a
similar Libyan ceramic fabric. The pottery, most likely commissioned from an Egyptian
potter, was no longer handmade, but wheelmade. The changes in forms percentage –
specifically jars and bowls – may have been due a shift in how Libyans and Egyptians
were using the ceramics. The significance of the change in surface treatment and
decoration, which shows the least amount of modification between the two periods, is
unclear. The increase in the number of burnished or polished pots may allude to Libyan
influence, but without other changes in surface treatment/decoration, it is a tenuous link.
By comparing the ceramic evidence from Chapter 3.5 to that in Chapter 5.5, it is
clear that all of the Egyptian ceramics change between the Late New Kingdom and Third
Intermediate Period; however, they do not look similar to the ceramics found in Libya.
This change in the ceramic corpora of manufacture and use at all of the sites can be
traced to two likely reasons: the migration of Libyans into the Nile Delta caused a
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settlement shift in the cities, which in turn created a blend of Libyan and Egyptian
cultures; or, the Libyans took control of the entire area – from Memphis to the coast, to
the easternmost and westernmost cities in the north – and that all of these sites were
influenced by this shift, even cities which may not have been inhabited by Libyans, such
as Tell El-Retaba. Most likely, a mixture of both of these possibilities occurred: some
Egyptians and Libyans moved, while others adapted, and therefore ceramics with
regional variations and Libyan elements (such as adding limestone temper to the fabric
and possibly burnishing more vessels) are visible in some of the corpora in the Delta.
Thus, the change in the ceramic corpora is most likely based on population movements,
but the ceramics used at all of the aforementioned sites cannot be attributed solely to the
Libyans, nor can the ceramics be used on their own to demonstrate an ethnic shift in all
areas. Since Egyptian ceramics are dated to artificial periods based on political factors, I
believe that the change in ceramics in the Third Intermediate Period may be based on the
change in the political environment as well. This change in the Lower Egyptian Third
Intermediate Period pottery could also be due to decreased contact with other eastern
Mediterranean countries during the Late Bronze Age collapse, or increased association
with the Sea Peoples.
While Egyptologists describes the Third Intermediate Period as a period of
governmental collapse, there was no real “collapse;” instead, the Libyans re-oriented the
government, politics, and culture of the Egyptian state for the duration of their rule. Thus,
the change in Egypt was reflected in the modification of the art, texts, and material
culture, but the above study shows that the change in ceramic traditions in the Delta was
more nuanced than previously believed.
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As Anne Porter states,
Just how do people make, use, and deploy material culture in terms of
identity and how does the experience of making, using, and deploying
material culture shape identity? There is no one-to-one relationship
between artifact and sociopolitical organization, or between artifact and
identity, let alone artifact and culture; people can adopt a new material
repertoire while remaining ideologically or politically the same, just as
people may maintain their traditional material repertoire while profoundly
altering the way they think and behave.2
Although ceramics during the Third Intermediate period have area-specific
characteristics, they are situated within and generally in line with a broader ceramic
tradition of ancient Egypt. While ceramics during the Third Intermediate Period are not a
useful indicator of ethnic change on their own, all archaeological remains, artistic
representation, and texts must be considered and analyzed to make ethnic determinations
about populations living in antiquity. By collating all of the evidence available, it is clear
that between the Late New Kingdom and the Third Intermediate Period, a large
demographic shift occurred, slight aspects of which are visible in the ceramic corpora in
Lower Egypt.
This change in assemblage occurs not in an abrupt manner in the methods and
style of manufacture, form, surface treatment, and decoration, but in the fabrics used to
create vessels, as well as the percentage of types of vessels used and some aspects of
surface treatment. The subtle change in ceramic style alludes to varying degrees of
2

Porter, Mobile Pastoralism, 80. Additionally, see Ian Hodder, Symbols in Action:
Ethnoarchaeological Studies of Material Culture (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1982), 35 (emphasis original): “[We cannot] assume that material culture ‘reflects’ degrees of
interaction because the nature of the interaction and the degree of competition between the
groups also play a part. Certain artifact types are held back from expressing between-group
contact because they are used to justify between-group negative reciprocity and competition
where there is a scarcity of resources.”
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Libyan cultural assimilation in Egypt. Therefore, the Third Intermediate Period ceramics
are useful as a temporal indicator, but not as an ethnic indicator at this point. Hopefully,
further research both in the Delta and on the northwest African coastline may help to
identify indigenous Libyan ceramic styles and their presence in Egypt.
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APPENDIX A – SITE GAZETTEER
The purpose of this gazetteer is to describe the sites cited in this dissertation. It
presents the site history, the current state of excavations and, where applicable, the
ceramic data for the Late New Kingdom and/or the Third Intermediate Period. The sites
are organized alphabetically. However, due to the lack of publications or excavations,
inconsistencies in the presentation of the material, names for the fabrics and forms of the
ceramic material, and the amount of information reported are inherent. Additionally, it
was not always possible to obtain materials, either published or unpublished, from
libraries or excavation directors. Therefore, certain information about the sites and the
ceramic materials was inaccessible.
Information is presented as consistently as possible, beginning with the location
of the site, the distance from the modern city of Alexandria, and the longitude and
latitude coordinates.1 Next, the history of the site as a Late New Kingdom/Third
Intermediate Period center is noted, as well as how it pertains to this study. The previous
and current excavations are described afterwards. Finally, a description of the state of
ceramic studies and history of the ceramic assemblage at the site is detailed (see Map 6).

1

The distance between Alexandria and the sites in this gazetteer were obtained by
applying the Haversine formula (which calculates the distance between two points on a sphere) to
the latitude and longitude of Alexandria and each location. The Haversine formula does not take
into account geological features such as mountains or valleys. For reference, Alexandria’s
coordinates are 31°12’ N, 29°55’ E.
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Map 6: Location of the sites used in this study, with Alexandria for reference (map drawn
by author).

El-Alamein: 100 kms west of Alexandria (35°50’N, 28°57’E).
How the site pertains to the study:
El-Alamein was one of the military installations built during Ramesses II’s reign.
It was discovered in 1941 by South African soldiers living in the area. The troops,
noticing large stone blocks in the area, excavated and exposed a possible foundation
wall.2 The visible architecture was briefly surveyed in 1941,3 1942,4 and again 1978 and

2

Judge J. Brinton, “Some Recent Discoveries at El Alamein.” Bulletin de la Société
Royale d’Archéologie d’Alexandrie XI, no. 35 (1942): 78.
3

Ibid.

4

Brinton and Rowe, “Addendum;” Habachi, “Military Posts of Ramesses II,” 19, 24.
Additionally, the site of El-Gharbaniyat, another fortress 50 km east of El-Alamein, was only
cursorily surveyed in the 1930s: Anthony De Cosson, Mareotis: Being a Short Account of the
History and Ancient Monuments of the North Eastern Desert and of Lake Mareotis (London:
Country life, Ltd.: 1935), 127ff; Rowe, “Archaeology of the Western Desert I and II.”
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1979.5 Most of the smaller blocks were moved to Judge J. Brinton’s house; only a few
larger stelae and blocks were left at the site.6 The inscriptions from the blocks found at
the site state that Ramesses II “captured the Labu in the moment of his full power…”7
This is the earliest mention of the Labu in the west. Local gods attested at the site in the
inscriptions include: Horus-Behedty, Re, Shu, Re-Harmachis, and Imi-Mit (“He who is
the Highway”).8
History of the ceramic assemblage:
No other excavations or surveys have been undertaken at the site since these
initial explorations, as there are still active landmines around the area.
Memphis: 198.5 kms southeast of Alexandria, at the junction of the Nile River valley
and the Nile Delta (29°50’58.8” N, 31°15’15.4” E).
How the site pertains to the study:
Memphis (Mnnfr, pronounced “Memphis” when transliterated into Greek) was
one of the earliest cities founded in Egypt (ca. 3000 BCE) and was the capital for a

5

Habachi, “Military Posts of Ramesses II.”

6

Ibid., 19-20. The stele is now in Burg el Arab (Alexandria), and the larger blocks are
presumably still in situ.
7

Ibid., 20; Brinton and Rowe, “Addendum,” 163-164. This partial inscription was found
on a granite stela; unfortunately, the majority of the text is lost.
8

Rowe, “Archaeology of the Western Desert I,” 140.
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majority of Pharaonic history.9 Because it was centrally located, Memphis housed many
traders and different ethnic groups.10
The site was discovered in the late 1700s during the Napoleonic expedition, and it
quickly became a popular place for visitors and archaeologists. Surveys and excavations
began with Joseph Hékékyan,11 and were continued by Sir Flinders Petrie,12 Rudolph
Anthes,13 and Ahmad Badawi.14 Excavations continue at Memphis by the Egyptian
Exploration Society under the guidance of Dr. David Jeffreys.15
During the Third Intermediate Period, many high-ranking Libyans, such as
Pediese, the High Priest of Ptah, moved to Memphis for related duties.16 Additionally,
Pharaohs and royal family members of the 21st and 22nd Dynasties built small chapels at
Memphis, attested by numerous religious and cultic artifacts with a Memphite
9

Memphis was the Egyptian capital during the Old Kingdom, parts of the Middle and
New Kingdoms, during part of the Late Period, and in the Ptolemaic Period. David Jeffreys,
“Memphis,” in The Oxford Encyclopedia of Ancient Egypt, ed. Donald Redford (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 373.
10

Ibid,. Cults to Ba’al, Astarte, and Resheph have also been attested at Memphis.

11

Joseph Hékékyan, “Drawings (some in colours), plans and tables of Egyptian
antiquities and excavations,” Vol. XI: Antiquities: Correspondence, drawings, etc., of Hékékyan
Bey relating to Egyptian archaeology (British Library, Folio, 1851-1874) Add MS 37458 –
37471.
12

William Flinders Petrie, Memphis I (London: 1909); William Flinders Petrie, The
Palace of Apries (Memphis II) (London, 1909).
13

Rudolph Anthes, Mit Rahineh 1955 (Philadelphia, 1959); Rudolph Anthes, Mit
Rahineh 1956 (Philadelphia, 1965).
14

Ahmed Badawi, “Das Grab des Kronprinzen Scheschonk, Sohnes Osorkons II. und
Hohenpriesters von Memphis,” Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte 54 (1957): 153177.
15

David Jeffreys, “Memphis,” in Encyclopedia of the Archaeology of Ancient Egypt, ed.
Kathryn Bard (New York: Routledge, 1999), 488.
16

Ritner, Libyan Anarchy, 388-390, 394-398.
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provenance.17 The city was also one of the last strongholds of the Chiefs of the
Meshwesh against the Nubian Piankhy. After his successful conquest of Egypt, Piankhy
moved the capital back to Memphis from Tanis.18
History of the ceramic assemblage:
Beginning with Petrie’s excavations, the ceramics from Memphis have been
systematically analyzed and published.19 The ceramic classification was created by Henry
Fischer during Anthes’ excavations and continued in later excavations.20 Recent digs at
Memphis have revealed the Third Intermediate Period levels and ceramics at Kom Rabia,
the southwest section of the site.21
Mendes: 153.3 kms southeast of Alexandria (30°57’30” N, 31°30’57” E).
How the site pertains to the study:
Tell El-Rob’a (Mendes, or Ḏdt), has long been an important site for Egyptian
archaeology, as habitation within the city covers almost every period of Egyptian history.
Founded in the Predyanstic Period, Mendes was the capital of the Sixteenth Nome in
17

Yoyotte, “Principautes,” 124-125, 128, nos. 2-9, 33.

18

Sheshonq III and Takelot II both built structures at Memphis; for a discussion of
artifacts of Libyan rulers from Memphis, see: Claus Jurman, “From the Libyan Dynasties to the
Kushites in Memphis: Historical Problems and Cultural Issues,” in The Libyan Period in Egypt:
Historical and Cultural Studies into the 21st-24th Dynasties: Proceedings of a Conference at
Leiden University, 25th-27th October 2007, ed. Gerard Broekman, Robert Demarée, and Olaf
Kaper (Leiden: Peeters, 2009), 113-125; Ritner, Libyan Anarchy, 485-486, 488; Jeffreys and
Aston, Memphis, 3-4, 67.
19

W. M. Flinders Petrie, Ernest Mackay, and Gerald A. Wainwright, Meydum and
Memphis (III) (London: School of Archaeology in Egypt, 1910), 36-37.
20

Henry Fischer, “Pottery,” in Mit Rahineh 1955, ed. Rudolf Anthes (Philadelphia: The
University Museum, University of Pennsylvania, 1959), 21-40, pl. 15-21; Henry Fisher, “The
Pottery,” in Mit Rahineh 1956, ed. Rudolf Anthes (Philadelphia: The University Museum,
University of Pennsylvania, 1965), 143-161, pl. 56-69.
21

Jeffreys and Aston, Memphis.
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Lower Egypt. In the Roman Period, a large portion of the population moved to the
neighboring city of Thmuis (Tell Timai) due to the desiccation of the Mendesian branch
of the Nile and the drying up of Mendes’ harbor.22
Though many early scholars visited the site, excavations began in 1892 by
Edouard Naville.23 From the 1960s to the 1980s, The Institute of Fine Arts of New York
University (interrupted by the 1967 and 1973 wars) resumed excavations under the
leadership of Drs. Bernard Bothmer and Donald Hansen. A decade later, Drs. Douglas
Brewer (University of Illinois) and Robert Wenke (University of Washington) began
annual excavation at the site, and were joined by Dr. Donald Redford (the University of
Toronto) in 1991. Pennsylvania State University has continued yearly excavations under
Redford after 1998.24
Evidence shows that Mendes played a political and economic role during the
Third Intermediate Period and that it was host to a lineage of Chiefs of the Meshwesh.
The strong line of Mendesian princes was founded by Neskhebyt, whose son, Hornakht I,
resided in Mendes and pledged fealty to Sheshonq III.25 Hornakht I’s son, Nesubanebdjed
(Smendes), controlled Mendes during the reign of Iuput I, and Hornakht II, Smendes’

22

Donald Redford, “Mendes,” in The Oxford Encyclopedia of Ancient Egypt, ed Donald
Redford (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 376.
23

For excerpts from these visitor’s accounts, see: Herman De Meulenaere and Pierre
MacKay, Mendes II (Warminster: Aris & Phillips Ltd, 1976), 21-170; Redford, “Mendes,” 376.
24

Redford, “Mendes,” 376.

25

Hornakht I is depicted wearing an ostrich plume in his donation stela and named his
father, Neskhebyt, a Great Chief of the Meshwesh. Other than Hornakht’s text, there is no
evidence of Neskhebyt. Kitchen, “Two Donation Stelas in the Brooklyn Museum,” 59-68; Ritner,
Libyan Anarchy, 386-388; Yoyotte, “Principautes,” 132, 140-41.
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son, reigned in Mendes while Osorkon III was on the throne. 26 Later, the Chiefs of the
Meshwesh Dedhor,27 Dedamoniuefankh,28 Ankh Hor,29 and Payam (Painmu, Buiama)30
ascended to local rulership, but there is no clear relationship to Smendes and Hornakht.31
History of the ceramic assemblage:
Having been continuously occupied throughout pharaonic history, Mendes is a
very well-stratified site, which can clarify the ceramic sequence from the Late New
Kingdom through the Third Intermediate Period. Excavations uncovered a large amount
of datable ceramic remains from the Third Intermediate Period through the Late Period.32
These ceramics can be placed in chronological order and therefore help to fill the gaps of

26

Farouk Gomaà, Die libyschen Fürstentümer des Deltas von Tod Osorkons II. bis zur
Wiedervereinigen Ägyptens durch Psametik I. Tübinger Atlas der Vorderen Orients (Reihe B
[Geistewissenschaften]) 6 (Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 1974), 78; Kitchen, Third
Intermediate Period, 341, 350; Yoyotte, “Principautes,” 125, no. 11 and 12, 138, 141; Jean
Yoyotte, “Promenade a Travers les Sites Anciens du Delta.” Bulletin de la Société Française
d'Égyptologie 25 (1958): Fig 3; Ritner, Libyan Anarchy, 432-433.
27

Norman De Garis Davies and Miles Macadam, A Corpus of Inscribed Egyptian
Funerary Cones (Oxford: University Press, 1957), no. 378.
28

Ritner, Libyan Anarchy, 480.

29

Kitchen, “Two Donation Stela,” 63 no. 26. Ankh Hor’s succession to the Mendesian
rulership has not yet been proven.
30

Ibid., 62-63.

31

Georges Daressy, “Inscriptions Historiques Mendesiennes,” Recueil de Traveaux
Relatifs à la Philologie et à l'Archéologie Égyptiennes et Assyriennes 35 (1909): 126; Georges
Daressy, “Le Nom D’Horus du Roi Chéchanq III.” Annales du Service des Antiquités de l'Égypte
13 (1913): 86; Wilhelm Spiegelberg, “Eine aegyptische Gottergruppe aus Syrien,”
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 32 (1929), 14-16; Yoyotte, “Principautes” 125; Edda Bresciani
additionally notes that in Papyrus Krall, a man named Urtepamonniut was the ruler of Mendes,
but this has not been corroborated by archaeological evidence (Edda Bresciani, Der Kampf Um
Den Panzer Des Inaros (Papyrus Krall) (Wien: Georg Prachner Verlag, 1964), 6).
32

Allen, “Pottery;” For the Third Intermediate Period ceramics, see Chapter 4.2,
Mendesian clay and fabric classification and 4.3, the Mendes ceramic classification.
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Third Intermediate Period ceramic classification.33 The Mendes classification in this
study begins with a Late New Kingdom deposit that contains at least 300 complete
vessels, and can be dated definitively to the 20th Dynasty based on form type,
stratigraphy, and a Mycenaean IIIc 1b copy found with the cache.34 The ceramics
uncovered by the earlier IFA-NYU excavations continue the classification through the
Third Intermediate Period.35
Mersa Matruh: 257 kms west of Alexandria, near the eastern border of Marmarica and
Cyrenaica, close to Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham. It is almost directly south of Crete, and is
south-east of Cyprus, centrally situated for Aegean and eastern Mediterranean trade
(31°20’ N, 27°13’E).36
How the site pertains to the study:
Mersa Matruh, or Roman Paraetonium (later El-Baratùn), has always been a
popular destination for travelers, as it was one location for the Oracle of Amon in
antiquity, and today is a popular beach destination.37 As the soil in the area is fertile and

33

Allen, and Wilson, “Excavations at Mendes 1976-79;” Herman De Meulenaere, and
Pierre MacKay, Mendes II; Douglas Brewer, Robert Wenke, and Renee Friedman, “Excavations
at Tell el-Rub’a: The 1990 Season.” Newsletter of the American Research Center in Egypt, 1991;
Renée Friedman, “Mendes/Tell el-Roba, 1990.” Bulletin De Liaison du Groupe International
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is watered by rains (which were then presumably collected in cisterns), the area was a
major agricultural center during the Greco-Roman Period.38 The site is divided into two
sections: the inland city and the small port built around and incorporating two lagoons.
The Eastern Lagoon contains an island formerly known as Geziraht El-Yahudi, or Island
of the Jew, later renamed Bates’ Island.39
Material remains excavated on Bates’ Island support the hypothesis that the area
was used by Libyan tribes as a seasonal habitation site during the Late Bronze Age.40 The
large amount of Cypriot, Levantine, Egyptian, and Mycenaean sherds as well as
fragments of ostrich eggshell suggests that the area was a common stop on the
Mediterranean trade route. Besides trading, crucible sherds with metal slag suggest a
bronze smelting facility at the site.41
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Bates’ Island may be contemporaneous with Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham. This
tenuous link, along with datable sherds found at the site from the Aegean and Egypt, date
habitation at Bates’ Island to the New Kingdom/Late Bronze Age.42 Bates’ Island was
used infrequently after the Late Bronze Age, as the ceramic profile of the island provides
little evidence that the site was used after the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age transition.
This change in habitation may show evidence of the Third Intermediate Period
demographic shift – the site was, for the most part, abandoned because many Libyans had
moved towards Egypt. The island was later repopulated during the Classical Period.43
History of the ceramic assemblage:
Local Libyan ceramics had previously been excavated and described, but White’s
excavations at Bates’ Island and Hulin’s ceramic analysis created the first base typology
for the Late Bronze Age Capsian ceramics, which had not been previously found.
Because these pots were found in context with datable Egyptian and Cypriot sherds, they
help to define the ceramic ecology of Late Bronze Age Libya.
Sais: Sais is located in the Western Delta, along the eastern bank of the Rosetta branch of
the Nile. It is 85.59 kms east of Alexandria (30°57’53” N, 30°46’6” E).
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How the site pertains to the study:
Beginning in the Early Dynastic Period, Sais (Zau) was well-known as the major
cult center of Neith and became the capital of the fifth Lower Egyptian Nome.44 Surveys
and coring analysis in two areas of the tell (Kom Rebwa) has confirmed Third
Intermediate Period settlement and cemeteries; however, excavations of the site have
been small and spotty, due to the high water table levels in the area. Additionally, most of
the large buildings still standing in the late 19th and early 20th centuries were mined for
stone by local residents. 45 Excavations begun by Georges Daressy were later continued
by the Egyptian Antiquities Organization and Tanta University from 1988-1989, which
focused on the Late, Ptolemaic, and Roman Periods. 46 Sais is currently being excavated
by Dr. Penelope Wilson of Durham University.47
Sais became a center of Libyan hegemony during the early Third Intermediate
Period, as an early Osorkon founded a lineage which included “Chiefs of the Meshwesh
and Labu” Teftankht and Bocchoris, Pharaohs of the 24th Dynasty who fought the
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Kushites and assisted Memphis during Piankhy’s invasion.48 Tefnakhte expanded his
influence and power over much of the Delta, though he never ruled both Upper and
Lower Egypt. Piankhy mentions in his victory stele that most of his battles were against
Tefnakhte, who finally submitted to Kushite rule.49 The 24th Dynasty is also considered
the predecessor of the 26th Dynasty, known as the “Saite Dynasty.”50
History of the ceramic assemblage:
The ceramics from the Late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period levels
at Kom Rebwa, one of the mounds on the site, have recently been published by Wilson. 51
Tanis: Tanis is located in the Eastern Nile Delta, about 94.11 kms southeast of
Alexandria (30°58’37” N, 31°52’48 E).
How the site pertains to the study:
Originally named Djanet (storm town), Tanis was founded by the 20th Dynasty,
after the Pelusiac branch of the Nile supplying Pi-Ramesses waned. A necropolis dated to
the late 20th dynasty is the earliest sign of habitation/use at the site.52 The site has been
excavated for years, beginning with Napoleon’s survey of the area. Henry Salt and
Bernardino Drovetti began excavations, which were continued later by Aguste Mariette.
48
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Mariette’s excavations were followed by William Flinders Petrie, Pierre Montet, and later
Jean Yoyotte. A team led by Philippe Brissaud now excavates at the site.53
During the late 20th Dynasty, the Pelusiac branch of the Nile withered, rendering
the capital at Pi-Ramesses inaccessible by boat. Smendes, the founder of the 21st
Dynasty, and his successors removed the statuary from the former capital and brought it
to Tanis, where they had built a large religious complex to the Theban triad of Amun,
Khonsu, and Mut.54 Throughout the 21st Dynasty, Egyptian political control was firmly
divided between the Pharaoh in Tanis and the High Priest of Amun in Thebes. Though
Pharaonic succession remained continuous, stories like The Report of Wenamun,
composed during Smendes’ reign, allude to Egypt’s loss of power and foreign influence
in the eastern Mediterranean.55 While the reigns of the 21st Dynasty kings at Tanis were
uncontested at Thebes, it was clear that in the South the high priests of Amun held
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power.56 Despite the division between Upper and Lower Egypt, the country still
maintained the appearance of a unified state, with the Pharaoh ruling from Tanis in
Lower Egypt and the High Priest of Amun in control of Middle and Upper Egypt.57
During the Third Intermediate Period, Tanis became a Libyan stronghold and the
Third Intermediate Period capital, as evidenced by the lavish burials of the 21st and 22nd
Dynasty Kings. All of the 22nd Dynasty Pharaohs called themselves ‘Chief of the
Meshwesh,’ displaying their heritage at the site.58 Later, the 25th Dynasty Kings briefly
resided at Tanis, the new capital of the 19th Nome during the Late and Ptolemaic
Periods.59 The city briefly returned to Egyptian control, though it was captured by the
Assyrians, who ruled Tanis until they were ousted by the 26th “Saite” Dynasty
Pharaohs.60
History of the ceramic assemblage:
Montet published the pottery from his excavations, which is showcased in Aston’s
study and in Brissaud’s research.61 Brissaud’s later publication, Cahiers de Tanis I,
attempted to represent all of Montet’s ceramics in a complete typology.62 This
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classification includes areas around the necropolis and the tombs of the Third
Intermediate Period Dynasts.63 Recently, Laurent Bavay, Thomas Sagory, Catherine
Defernez, and Sabine Laemmel have published their studies of the Late New Kingdom
and Third Intermediate Period pottery.64
Tell El-Retaba: Tell El-Retaba, is located in the middle of the Wadi Tumilat in the
northeastern Delta, about 207.7 km southeast of Alexandria, between modern Zagazig
and Ismailia (30°32’58” N, 31°57’49” E).
How the site pertains to the study:
Tell El-Retaba, or Tjeku, was most likely founded close to Egypt’s eastern border
during the Old Kingdom as a checkpoint for Levantine immigrants.65 During the 18th
through 20th Dynasties, the site functioned as a garrison, and a temple to Atum was
constructed on the site during the 19th or 20th Dynasties. The military installation was
abandoned at the end of the Late New Kingdom, and in the Third Intermediate Period,
was replaced by a town, as evidenced by the domestic houses uncovered during
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excavations. The site was continuously occupied through the Ptolemaic Period, though
the architecture and the stratigraphy are poorly preserved.66
The New Kingdom fortress was excavated by Naville in 1887, and Petrie’s later
excavations in 1906 uncovered the Ramesside defense walls and the foundations of an
earlier fortress, which he dated to the Second Intermediate Period. 67 Surveys by S.
Schott, the Suez Canal and Sinai Inspectorate, and the Wadi Tumilat Survey found
evidence of habitation from the Archaic Period, Old Kingdom Period, New Kingdom,
and Third Intermediate Period. A cemetery associated with the city was also discovered.68
Unfortunately, much of the survey and the archaeological material remain unpublished
and sometimes undocumented.69 Currently, Tell El-Retaba is being excavated by the Tell
El-Retaba Archaeological Mission, under the directorship of Sławomir Rzepka and his
deputy director Jozef Hudec.70 The site has also suffered modern damage, which has
unfortunately destroyed parts of the architecture and the stratigraphy; however, surveys
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and archaeological work have identified a rectangular settlement surrounded by large
temenos walls and a cemetery north of the city. 71
After the abandonment of the large fortress in the Late New Kingdom, the site
was inhabited by settlers, as two-storey houses and “stables” or barns which may have
sheltered sheep/goats were recently uncovered in the south of the site.72 In the northern
section of the site, an industrial area was discovered with ovens and a silo.73 Unlike the
other sites noted above, Tell El-Retaba does not contain any textual, art historical, or
archaeological information that confirms Libyan habitation at the site during the Third
Intermediate Period.
History of the ceramic assemblage:
Petrie and Duncan’s excavations uncovered pottery that dated from the New
Kingdom through the Ptolemaic Period.74 Most of the unpublished archaeological
material – the cemetery material, the artifacts recovered by the SCA – dates to the Late
New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period. The Polish-Slovak Mission recovered
Early New Kingdom (defined as early-mid 18th Dynasty), late 18th Dynasty, Late New
Kingdom, and Third Intermediate Period pottery. The ceramics are currently being
71
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analyzed by Anna Wodzińska, who created the ceramic classification and typology for
Tell El-Retaba based on the 2007 pottery collected during excavations.75
Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham: Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham is located on the Marmaric
coastline about 273.3 kms west of Alexandria (31°24’0” N, 27°3’0” E).
How the site pertains to the study:
Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham (west of Mersa Matruh, in Temehu and Tehenu land,
according to the Egyptians), one of the larger fortresses built during Ramesses II’s reign,
was most likely constructed for several reasons: to oppose the Libyan threat; to mitigate
the pressure of the travelling Tehenu, Temehu, and Labu; to control the fertile areas on
the coast; or to control Libyan food and water, which would have stopped Libyan mass
migration into Egypt.76 Additionally, the fortress, which was staffed and manned by
Egyptians, also served as a trading post with other Mediterranean countries.77 The
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garrison was abandoned during Merneptah’s fifth regnal year, when the influx of Libyans
into the Delta was unstoppable. 78 Later, Libyan squatters resided in the complex.79
Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham was briefly surveyed by many scholars, but systematic
excavations began in 1955 by Labib Habachi. After Habachi’s excavations, the site lay
dormant until the University of Liverpool excavations led by Steven Snape from 1994 to
2001. Snape and the University of Liverpool’s work at Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham
uncovered a large Egyptian garrison occupied by at least 500 people. Though Libya
contains many natural ports, there is so far no other evidence of Bronze Age trade on the
Marmaric coastline. Both Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham and Mersa Matruh attest to a Libyan
Bronze Age population in Marmarica that had extensive contacts with other cultures,
especially Egypt and the Aegean.
History of the ceramic assemblage:
Late Bronze Age Libyan pottery in a local fabric was excavated at the fortress of
Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham.80 Other Late Bronze Age sherds from other Mediterranean
cultures were also found.81 The sherds found at Zawiyet Umm El-Rakham, along with the
sherds from Mersa Matruh, helped to define a distinct Late Bronze Age ceramic tradition
in Marmarica.
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